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ABOUT THE STATE PROFILES

This is one.of six volumes which report the most ambitious study of the
out-of-state placement of children ever undertaken in America. The master volume,
The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A National Survey, contains the main text
of the study report, plus appendixes which explain the methodology of the study and
detail relevant interstate compacts on the subject.

Central to the usefulness of the study report, however, is the use of the
detatledprofiles of out-of-state placement practices in the 50 States and in the
District of Columbia. This volume contains, in the order listed, these State
profiles:

Alabama AL
District of Columbia DC
Florida FL
Georgia GA
Kentucky KY
Maryland MD
North Caroltna NC
South Carolina SC
Tennessee TN
Virginia VA
West Virginia WV

Other volumes, as listed in the master volume, report on North Central, South
Cervaal, Northeastern, and Western States. A further report on the study, in two
volumes, is called Out-of-State Placement of Children: A Search for Rights,
Boundaries, Services.

Each state profile presents the results of a systematic examination of their child care agencies and
their involvement with out-of-state residential care for children. The iqformation is oraanized in a
manner which will support comparisons among agencies of the same type in different counties or among
different types within the state. ,Comparisons of data among various states, discussed in Chapter 2, are
based upon the state profiles that appear here.

The states, and the agencies within them, differed markedly in both the manner and frequency of
arranging out-of-state placements in 1978. The organizational structures and the attendant policies also
varied widely from state to state. Yet, all state governments had major responsibilities for regulating
the placements of children across state lines for residential care. The metho& employed by state
agencies for carrying out these responsibilities and their relative levels of effectiveness in achieving
their purposes can be ascertained in the state profiles. As a result, the state profiles are suggestive
of alternative policies which agencies might select to change or improve the regulation of the
out-of-state placement of children within their states.

Descriptive information about each state will also serve to identify the trends in out-of-state
placement policy and practice discussed in Chapter 2. State governments can and do constitute major
influences upon the behavior of both state and local public agencies as they alter their policies,
funding patterns, and enforcement techniques. The effects can be seen in changes in the frequencies with
which children are sent to live outside their home states of residence. Ideally, these state
profiles will serve as benchmarks for measuring change, over time, with respect to the involvement of
public agencies in arranging out-of-state placements.

CONTENTS OF THE STATE PROFIFS

Each profile contains four sectitms. The first two sections identify those officials in state
government who facilitated the completion of the study in the particular state. These sections also



describe the general methodology used to collect-the information presented. The third 4ection offers a
basic description of the organization of youth services as they relate to out-of-state placement

policies. The fourth section offers annotated tables about that state's out-of-state placement
pracpces. The discussion of the survey results include:

The number of children placed in out-of dential settings.
e, The out-of-state placement practices of gencies.

V Detailed data from Phase II agencies.
Use of interstate compacts by state and local agencies.
The out-of-state placement practices of state agencies.
State agencies' knowledge of out-of-state placement.

The final section presents some final observations and conclusions aniut state and local oat-of-state
placement practices that were gleaned from the data.

It is important to remember when reading the state profiles that the tabks contain self-reported
data for 1978, collected by the Academy in 1979. They may not reflect al', organizational changes that
have occurred since that time and the data might be at variance with reports puhlishei fter this survey
was completed.



A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN ALABAMA
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11. METHODOLOGY

t,Information was systematically gathered about Alabama from a variety of sources using a number of
datfcollection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next., telephone Interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a
lnliow-up to the telephone interv'ew, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement
practices of state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or
supervisory oversight.

An assessment of outsof-state placement policies and the adequacy of Information reported by state
agencies suggested lurther survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state 0'4:cements. Pursuant to this.assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If it was necessary to:

verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A summany oi the data collection effort In Alabama appears below In Table 01-I.

TABLE 01-1. ALABAMA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Levels of Government Chl:d Welfare

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Education Juvenile Justice
a

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

--State.Agencies_ Telephone interview

Mailed Survey:
DPS Officials

Local Agencies Not Applicable
(State Offices)

Telephone Interview

Mailed Survey:
SDE Officials

Telephone Survey:
10 percent sample
of the 127 school
districts to verify
state informationa

Telephone Interview

Mailed Survey:
DYS Officials

Telephone Survoy:
All 60 local
probation agencies

Telephone Interview

Mailed Survey:
DMH Officials

Telephone Survey:
10 percent sample of
the 36 local MH/NR
agencies to verify,
state informationa

a. Information attributbd In this profile to the state's school districts and local MH/MR agericies
was gathered from the state education and mental health agencies and the ten percent sample.
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THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Alabama has the 28th largest land area (56,708 square miles) and is the 21st most populated state

(3,615,907) in the United States. The distribution of the population varies significantly among the 67

1*
counties, with over one-third of the state's lation residing in six counties: Calhoun (Anniston),

Jefferson (Birmingham), Madison (Huntsville), le (Mobile), Montgomery (Montgomery), and Tuscaloosa

(Tuscaloosa). Birmingham is the most popula clty in the state; Montgomery, the capital city, is

third. The estimated 1978 population of persons eight to 17 years oid was 661,685.

Alabama has nine Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas and one of -hem !Alludes Columbus, Georgia.

Other contiguous states ore Florida, Mississippi, and Tennessee.

Alabama was ranked 45th nationally in total state and local pre capita expenditures, 44th In per
capita expenditures for education, and 32nd in per capita expenditures for public welfare.1

B. Child Welfare
AVM%

The Department of Pensions and Security (DPS) administers and operates child welfare 'services

through decentralized offices in each of Alabama's 67 counties. State responsibility for children's

serviqps is managed by the OPS Office of Program Administration (OPA), which aiso administers adult

sociar'services, emergency welfare services, social service contracts, and economic assistance. The OPA

Bureau of Family and Children's Services manages adoptions, foster care, protective services, and

licenses all child care Institutions, group homes, day-care facilities, and child-placing agencies.

The DPS is the only puulic agency in Alabama that can legally place children out of state utilizing

state funds. DRS personnel report that the DPS office located in each county cannot place children out

of state without its knowledge If such placements are to be supported with state funds.

In 1978, Alabama was not a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC).

However, a bureaucratic mechanism did exist which incorporated many of the provisions of this compact.

(Some local probation agencies believed the state had enacted the !CPC, and reported arranging placements

through the ICPC.) The 1979 session of the Alabama legislature passed tho ICPC and delegated administra-

tive responsiblIty to the DPS. The ICPC became effective on January I, 1980.

C. Education

The Alabamaltate Department of Education (SDE) has the major reSponsibility for its educational

system. At the local level, Alabama's 127 school districts provide specialized programs for handicapped

children, In addition to the normal curricula for K-I2 students.

The State Department of Education and its local school dist/lots are restricted by law from using

state funds to place children out of state.2 According to information provided by SDE, he state

provides 86 percent of local school funding. The remaining 14 porcent is provided by both local and

federal--monievi--- -In additlon, SDE personnel repdrt 'that they wourd te aware of any out-of-state-

placements arranged and funded by local school districts and inalcated that no sucla. placer:Ints were

arranged In 19,78.

D. Juvenile Justice

Juvenile and family matters are adjudicated by state-operated district courts which are located in

almost every Alabama county. Juvenile probation Is the responsibility of Alabama's 67 countrgovernments

altd services are provided either solely by each county or cooperatively by aggregatos of counties.

AL-2,
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Counties working together to provide probation services account& for the fact that there are a total Cof
60 agencies.

The Department of Youth Services (DYS) has responsibility for state juvenile corrections in Alabama.
It is also responsible tor licensing local detention facilities. The department maintains a diagnostic
and evaluation center In Montgomery, three training schools, and six group homes. Moreover, the OYS
provides consultation services to facility operators and administers state/federal subsidy programs tor
supporting local youth services. S1nce it was set up in 1973, the DYS reported that it has encouraged
the expansion of probation services by providing a 50 percent subsidy to county governments.

The Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ) was adopted by the state legisjature in 1965 and is
administered by,the DYS. Howeverp the DYS reportedly has an informal administrative policy ogainst
placing children out of state. Although opt-of-state placements ordered by courts or initiated by
probation staff should be arranged through an interstate compact, it was conceded that some placements
could be made without the expenditure of state funds and, therefore; they could be made without compact
intervention. In such casese they would be unknown to DYS officials.

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation'

Mental health and mental retardation services are provided by both state and local governments in
Alabama. The Department of Mental Health (DMH) delivers services through hospitals and its 21 community
regional offices. There are 24 catchment areas located throughout these 21 regions.

Local government operates 18 mental health and 18 mental retardation boards which provide direct
services. Mental health and mental retardation boards frequently serve more than one county, especially
in rural areas, and have the authority to set up 'public Mental health and retardation centers or to
contract with nonprofit centers. However, it was reported that these boards did not place children out
of state.

Since 1975, Alabama has been a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH) which Is
administered by the DMH. Yet, DMH personnel report that there are both statutory and administrative
restrictions prohibiting DMH from using state funds to place children out of state.3

F. Recent Developmen'ts

Although current policies do not appear to be a major issue. In Alabama, there Is some concern
over the cost of out-of-state placements of handicapped children. As a result, thd Department of
Pepsions and Security, the Department of Mental Health, and the Department of Youth Services
have initiated cooperative efforts toward improving in-state facilities and developing In-state
resources. There are now four in-state mental health and mental retardation group homes in Alabama. The
federal Title XX program provides 75 percent of the funding for these homes, while the remaining 25
percent Is allocated by the OPS, DMH, and United Way.

IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE'PLACEMCNT PRACTICES IN 1978

Tho following discussion and tabular display sets forth the findings from the survey of Alabama
state and local public agencies. The information Is purposely organized In a manner which Is responsive
to the major questions posed by public administrators and child advocates about the out-of-state
placement of children.

AL-3



A. The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

The total number of out-of-state placements arrangod by relevant state and local public agencies is

f glven in Table 91-2. In reviewing Table 01-2, it should be recalled that only the Department of Pensions
and Security (tne child welfare agency) is authorized to ekpend state funds for the purpose of purchasing

out-of-state services. Therefore, except for those placements arranged by DPS, other placements out of
state should either involve no public funds or could be supported by locally generated revenue.

4

Table 01-:2 shows that the DPS and DYS were unable to report the actual or estimated number of chil-
dren placed out of state with the involvement of their agencies. However, such placements were arranged.
Therefore, the 257 outrof-state placements reported for 1978 is an underrepresentation of the total sum.
Further review of Table 01-2 reveals that the Department of Education was not involved in arranging any
out-of-state placements during 1978. Moreover, the DMH adheres to a policy which prohibits the use of

state funds. It did help arrange (wvit.dt the expenditure of funds) WWI outrof-state placements.
Although the exact number could not be reported, the DMH had knowledge of four out-of-state placements in
which the agency had been involved. 4 -

It can also be determined from Table. 01-2 that neither the school districts nor the county mental
health and mental retardation boards were involved in arranging out-of-state placements. Howeyer, the

survey of county juvenile probatioh agencies found quite different results, as Is clearly apparent In

Table 01-2. Locally operated Javenile probation agencies reported arranging out-of-state placements for
253 children In 1978.

TABLE 01-2. ALABAMA: NUMBER OF UT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY STATE AND LOCAL P L1C AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Levels of .

Government

Number of CH1LDRENf bY Agency Type
Child Juvenile Mentall-lealth and

Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation Total

State Agency
Placementsa 0

Local Agency
Placements

Total

4 4

0 253 0 253

253 4 257

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May include placements which tho state tgency arrangod and funded

Independently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped

arrange, and others directly involving the state agency's assistance or

knowledge. Refer to Table 01--15 for specific information regardlng state
agency involvement In arranging out-of-state placements.

Table 01-3 Illustrates the number of out-Of-state placements arranged by each local Juvenile Justice

agency and the name of the county (or counties) In which the agency had Jurisdiction. The agency serving

Jefferson County (Birmingham), which Is tho most populated county in tho state, arrangod an estlmated 100

:nit-of-state placements. This Agency's use of such placements was significaqtly more than ahy other

local agency in the state. For instance, those placements reported by tho Jerperson County probation
agency represent almost 40 percent of all placements arranged by the state's loc8I Juvenile Justice agen-

cies. Other counties In which the local Juvenlle Justice agencies arranged relatively higher numbers of

such placements IncluOvBaldwIn (17), Shelby (15) and Do Kalb (13). The single agency with multicounty

JurisdIctIon (Bibb, Butler, Chilton, Conecuh, Dallas, Lowndest Monroe, Perry, and Wilcox) arranged out-

of-state placements hor 17 children.

AL-4
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TABLE 0113. ALABAMA: 1978 YO6TH POPULATIONS Ahq THE NUMBER OF
OUT-OF-STATETLACEMENTS,ARRANGED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY COUNT) AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING
PLACEMENTS

County Name

1978
Population?
(Age 8-17) f

Number of CHILDREN
Placed cAir1ng_1978.
Juvonile

Autauga - 6,188
i:

Baldwin 12,889 \
Barbour 4,883 . \

Bibb 2,930
Blount 5,904 /

Bullock 2,392 \
Butler - 3,813 \

Calhoun 19,072
Chambors 6.815
Cherokee 2,945

Chilton 5,129
Choctaw 3,491
Clarke 5,60B
Clay ". 2,419
Cleburne 2,016

Ets
Coffee 6,688
Colbert 9,461
Conocuh 3,238
Coosa 2,032
Covington 5,905

Crenshaw 2,424
Cullman 10,164
Oale 7,944
Dallas 11,881
De Kalb 8,518

Elmore 7,652
Escambla 7,167
Etowah 16,219
Fayotte 3,007
Franklin 4,299

Gonova 4,043
Groeno 1

2,140
Hale 3,122
Honry 2,575
Houston 12,989

Jackson 8,295
'Jefferson ' 109,364 ..
Lamar 2,710
Lauderdalo 13,507
lawronce 5,13.4

Lee ii,098
Limestono 8,343
Lowndos '3,107
Macon 4,234
Madison ,36,156

Marengo :,r'' . 4,929
Marlon 4,744
Marshall 10,459
Mobile 64,501
Monroe 4,417

.
0
17 est
4

, . 0

3
--
2 ost
0

0

.

0

§ est
0
*

0
10 ost
--

0
6-ost

0
0
1

13 dst

5

6 oat
ost1

1

0
.2

0
1

1

6 ost
100 est
0
2
2

0
2
0
0
0

0
. *

0
2 ost
--

AL-5
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TABLE" 01-3. (Continued).

CountV Name

1978
Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Montgomery' 33,612
Morgan 16,072
Perry- 2,787
Pickens 3,973
Pike 4,432

/
Randolph 3,199
Russell 8,993
S.1. Clair 6,739
Shelby 9,222
Sudter 3,047

Talladege 13,190
Tallapoosa 6,317 _
Tuscaloosa 48,449
Walker t11,469 4

Washington 31679

A Wilcox 3,347
Winston 3,598

Multicounty Jurisdictions

Bibb, Butler, Chilton,
Conecuh, Dallas,
Lowndes, Monroe,
Perry, WilcoX0

Total Number of Placements
Arranged by Local Agencies

Thtal Nuaer ol Local
Agencies Reporting

Number of CHILDREA
Placed during 1978
Juvenile Justice

7 est
,,, 0

0
0

0
0

1

15 est
0

0

.2
4

4

0

--.
0

0

' 17

253 est

60

* denotes Not Avallable:
-- denotes Not Applicable. '

a. Estimates were deieloped by the National- Center for Juvenlie Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 nationah census and the Natlonal Cancer
Ini'titute 1975 estimated adgregate census.

b. Lowndes County operates its own Juvenile Jdstice agency and receives
certain services from the agericy whth a multicounty Jumtsdiction.

0

The.Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local AmTELls
I

A& revealed In Table 01-4, tho survey results about local government in Alabama represents a total
of 223 agencies: all 127 school districts, 60 Juvenile probation agencies, 18 mental health agencies,
and 10 mental retardation. agencies. Table 01-4 also shows that among local government agencies, only
Juvenile Justice agencies placed children out of state in 1978. The 30 Juvenile Justice agencies which
placed children out of state represent about 13 percent of the 223 possible placing agencies'andeNactly
one-half Of the state's local agencles responsible for Juvenile probation and court services. It is'also
important to note that two juvenile Justice agencies did not know if they were involved In placlng
children out of state, or arranged such placements but could not report the number of children Placed.

AL-6
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TABLE 01-4. ALABAMA:, THE INVOLVEMFNT 0 LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN
ARRANG.ING OUT-QFISTATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Response CategorieS

Number-of AGENCIES, by Aqencx Type
Juvenile mental menial

Education Justice Health. Retardation

,

Agencies Which Reported '

Out-of-State Placements

Agencies Which Did Not
Know If They PLIced,
or Placed but (ould Not
Report the Number of
Children

Agencies Which Did Not
Place Out of State

Agencies Which Did Not
Participate in the
Survey

Total Local Agencies

127

0

127

It

30

0

28 18 180

0. .0 ' 0

60 18 18"

Local public agencies in Alabama which Cud not arrancle out-of-stat6 placements in 1978 were asked to
report tho reasons for tho absence of such placements. 'the results of this.question are given in Table
01-5. Consistent with policies described in Section 11), most school districts, mIntal hdaith agencies,
and mental i-etardation egencies indicated that they were prevented from placing out of state bocause they
lacked statutory authoritf to arrange such placements. A few other reasons are reported in Table 01-5
but, generally, they were associated with state funding restrictions. Accordingly; tho agencies did not.
place children out of state.

When considering the 28. local Juvenile Justice agencies which did not arrange any out-of-state
placements, one can see in Table 01-5 that a lack of funds and sufficient In-state services were the
basic reasons why these Nencies dld not place children out of state. In addition 23 local.,j0venlie
Justice agencies reported "other" reasons for not arranging out-of-state placements for children, which
Included such comments as tho child's parents disapproved of such placementi, the distanCe involved was
prohiSitJve; and becOse there was a lack of knowledge about facilities located in other sta+es.

4
A

Local agencies -i'n-Alabama- which did arrange out-óf-Sfate placements in 1978 were asked to report the
extent to mhich they. Cooperated with other public agencies to arrange such placements. Ofthe 253 out-
of-state placoments, 108 (43 percent) arranged by thesp' local Juvenile Justice agencies wore arranged in
cooperation with other pu6iic agencies. 'Generally, this interagency cooperation involved the solicita-
tion of information such as diagnostic evaluations from local mental dhealth officials, "Individualized
Education Plans" from school personnel, and facility identification data from officials knowledgeable,
aboutvexisting out-of-state facility programs. In many cases, interagency 'cooperation 'occurred inthe
In the course Of arranging a placement through the interstate Compact on Juveniles. Table 01-6 symr
marlies the extent to Which localljuvenlie justice agencies cooperated with other public agencies to
asrange out-of-state placements. It is apparent Must interagency cooperation to arrange such placements
is not a consistent activity among.agencies piacibg childriivout of state. Thirty eercedt of these agen-.

clesclid not arrange their out-of-state placements with the help of another agencye The remaining agen-
cies acted in cooperation wittl other pgencies to Rrrange some out-of-state placements and not others.

AL-7
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TABLE 01-5. ALABAMA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of. Statea

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)
Juvenile Mentai Mental

Education Justice Health Retardation

, Lacked Statutory Authority 114 2 16 17

Resteictedb 0 0 0 0

Lacked Funds 3 10 1; \
1

Sufficient Services Available \
in State 8 15 1 \ 1

Otherc 4 23 1

Number of Agencies Reporting No
Out-of-State Placements 127 28 18 18

0

Total Number of Agencies
Represented In Survey 127 60 18 18

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements.

b. General!) included restrictions based on agency policy, executive order,
compliance with :ertaln federal and state guidelines, and specific court orders.

c. Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and ware proybitive because of distance.

TABLE 01-6. ALABAMA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION TO ARRANGE
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
Juvenile Justice

Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements 30 50a

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements with interagency
Cooperation 21 70

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 253

Number orCHILDREN Placed Out of
State with interagency
Cooperation

100

108 43

a. Seo Table 01-4.
_
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Information about the types of children placed out of state by these local Juvenile Justice agencies
is given In Table 01-7. The most commonly reported types of children for whom out-of-state placements
were arranged Included Juvenile delinquents, unruly/disruptive children, and children Who had been
battered, abandoned, or neglected. It is also of interest t6 note that some of these Juvenile Justice
agencies arranged'such placements for truants, children who werefmentally III or emotionally disturbed,
and some with drug and alcchol probleMs. 'This factor suggests an explanation as to why out-of-state
placements in Alabama were arr'anged in cooperation with other agencies. Often, children placed cut-of-
state have a wide range of problems requiring the Juvenile Justice agencies to seek out the resources and
expertise of other youth-serving agencies to develop appropriate plans of treatment.

TABLE 01-7. ALABAMA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLEO OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGE'CJES

Types of Conditlonsa

N\

Number of AGENDIES Reporting
Juvenile Ju'stice

Physically Handicapped

Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled

Unruly/Disruptive

Truant

Juvenile, inquent

tally III/Emotionally Distrubed

Pregnant

Drug/Alcohol Problems 7

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 12

Adopted

Special Education Needs: 3

Multiple Handicaps 0

Othersb
1

Number of Agencies Reporting 30'

4

12

7

24

7

a. Some agencies reported more than one typo of condition.

b. The 40thero category generally included foster care placements, autis-
tic children, and status offenders.

C. Detailed Data From Phase 11 Agencies

If more than four out-of-state placements wero reported by a local agency, additional information
was requested. The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase II
agencies. The responses to the additional questions are reviewed In this section of Alabama's state pra-
file. 'Wherever referenels are made to Phase II agencies, they are Intended to reflect those lecal agen-
cies which reported arra ing five or more out-of-state placements-In 1978.

Figure 01-1 prov(des,information about the out-of-state placement activity of Phase II agencies. It

can be seen from this 'figure that about one,fifth of all local Juvenile Justice agencies surveyed were
Phase 11 agencies. Further review reveals thet Phase 11 agendies represent 43 percent of those agencies
yhIch-arranged-outor-state graintorits Lb 1978 and Ihey 6C-6'c:wilted fot -86 Oerdat of all Cut-of-state
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placements reported. Forty-six percent of these placements were arranged by the agency with Jurisdiction
in Jefferson County.

FIGURE 01-1. ALABAMA: RELATIDNSH1P BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED, AND
AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE II, BY AGENCY TYPE

Juvenile Justice

--Number of-AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements In 1978'

Number of AGENCIES Reporting Five or More
Placements in 1978 (Phase II Agencies)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out of State In 1978

Number of CHILDREN
Placed by Phaso II Agencies L218 1

Placements in Phase II 1711
Percentage of Reported

P1

The county locattons of the Phase It agencies In Alabama are displayed in Figure 01-2. Thls

Illustration reveals that the nigh Incidence of placements arranged by Phaso II agencies clustered mainly
In the south-central portion of the state. Included In this region of the state was a Phaso II Juvenile

Justice agency having Jurisdiction in nine counties. Colbert, Jackson, and De Kalb Counties (which

border on" MissIssippl, Tennessee, and Georgia) also contained agencies which arranged five or more

out-Of-state placements.-
-
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FIGURE 01-2. ALABAMA: COUNTY LOCATION OF LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES

County

A. Baldwin

B-1. Bibb
8-2. Butler
B-3. Chitton

B-4. Conecuh

B-5. Dallas

B-6. Lowndes

B-7. Monroe

B-8. Perry

B-9. Wilcox

C. Clarke

D. Colbert

E. Covington

F. De Kalb

G. Elmore
H. Escambia
./. Fayette

J. Jackson

K. Jefferson

1:: -Montgomery
M. Shelby
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ihe 13 local juvenile justice agencies which placed five or more children In out-of-state facilities
were asked toreport the destination of each child placed. As can be seen In Table 01-8, this Informa-
tion could not be provided by these agencies for most (80 percent) of their placements.

Forty-three children were known to have been placed in 17 states and In Europe. These children were
sent to states throughout the country, with the majority placed In Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, New
York, Indiana, and Michigan.

TABLE 01-8. ALABAMA: CESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES IN*1978

Destinations of Children Number of CiliLDREN Placed
jlaced Out of State ----Mvenile Justice

California 1

Connecticut 1

Florida. 8

Georgia 6

Indiana 3

Kentucky 2

Michigan 3

Mississippi 4

Missouri 1

New Jersey 1

New York 4

North Carolina 2

Oklahoma 1

South Carol:na 1

Tennessee 2

Texas 1

Washington 1

Europe 1

Placements for Which Destinations Could Not be
Reported by Phase II Agencies

Total Number ,of Phase II Agencies

Total Numbor of Children Placed by Phase II Agencies

175

13

218

The number of children placed in states contiguous to Alabama is shown In Figure 01-3. Based on the
Information reported, more- children were placed in Florida and Georgia than any other state in the
country. Moreovem,....the fOur states contiguous to Alabama account for 47 percent of the total number of
out-of-state placement ,destinations reported by Phase II agencies for whom destinations could be

reported. However, it must be observed that destinations could only be reported by Phase II agencies for
43 (20 percent) children whom they placed.

A review of Table 01-9 points out that children were placed out of state by Phase II agencies for
several ruasons. A lack of comparable services in Alabama, altewatives to public institutionalization
within Alapama, and the desire to place children with relatives welle the most frequently reported reasons
given for &ranging out-of-state placements.
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FIGURE 01-3. ALABAMA: THE NUMBER Of CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO ALABAMA BY
LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIESa

a. Local Phase II agencies could,only report destinations of 43 (20

percent) of their placements.

TABLE 01-9. ALABAMA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHICIIIREN
OUT Of STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED-8Y
LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Reasons for Placementa Juyenile Justice

Receiving,Facility Closer,to Child's Home,
Despite Being Across State Lines 3

Previous Success with Receiving Facility 5

Sending St,ate Lacked Comparable Services 8

Standard Prodedure to Place Certain Children
Out of State 2

Childen Failed to Adapt to In-State Facilities 4

Alternative to In-Stte Public Institutionaliztion 10

To Live.with Relatives (Non-Parental) 12

Other 3

Numbor of Phase II Agencies Reporting 13

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement.
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ClJarly, relatives' homes were the most frequent category of placement for children placed out of
state by the 13 local Juvenile Justice agencies arranging five or more such placements. Eleven of the 13
agencies indicated their most frequent category of placement was relatives' homes. This information is
provided In Table 01-10, which also shows that wo agencies reported that they most frequently used
residential treatment or child care facilities for out-of-state placements.

TABLE 01-10. ALABAMA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL
PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

Categories of Residential Settings
Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Juvenile Justice

Residential Treatment/Child Care Facility 2

Psychiatric Hospital 0

Boarding/Military School 0

Foster Home 0

Group Home 0

Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 11

Adoptive Home 0

Others 0

Number of Phase II Agencies Reporting 13

In Table 01-11, information is given regarding the monitoring of out-of-state placements as reported
by local Phase II Juvenile Justice agencies. Generally, these agencies monitored the placements on a
quarterly basis through written progress reports. Only one ageiicy Tnitored out-of-state placements
through on-site visits and that practice did not occur at regular intervals. Table 01-11 also indicates
that eight agencies periodIcally call facility staff or foster parents In order to monitor the progress
of children who were placed out of state.

TABLE 01-11. ALABAMA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED
BY LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

Methods of Monitoring
Frequency of
Practice

Number of AGENCIES
Juvenile justice,'

Written Progress Reports Quarterly 8
Semiannually - 3
Annually 0
Otherb 1

/

On-Site Visits Quarterly 0
Semiannually 0

--Annuarly 0
Otherb 1

Telephone Calls Quarterly 1

Semiannually 0
Annually 0
Otherb 7

,AL714
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TABLE 01-11. (Continued)

Methods of Monitoring
Frequency of

Practice

-

Number of AGENCIES
Juvenile Justiced

Other Quarterly 2

Semiannually 1

.Annually 0

Otherb 1

Total Number of Phase II
Agencies Reporting 13

a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. Included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals.

Local Phase II juvenile justice agencies were also asked to report their expenditures for such

placements. Only eight of the i3 agencies were able to supply this fiscal information. Together they

expended an estimated $28,600 for residential placements in other states. Obviously, this figure would

have been hipher had placements with relatives not been a major form of placement and if more agencies

had been able to report fiscal data.

D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

7

Of particular importance is the extent to which agencies arrange such placements through interstate

compacts. Predicated only upon the practices of local juvenile-justice agencies, it must bp concluded

that compliance with Alabama Policies requiring agencies to arrange out-of-state placements through the

Interstate Compact on Juveniles (or the comparable procedure established in DPS) was only partially

achieved. For instance, Table 01-12 shows that eight local juvenile justice agencies placed Children out

of state and did not utilize ari interitate compact for any such placements they arranged In 1978. In

other words, 27 percent of all local javenile justice agencies In Alabama which placed children out of
state, particularly those ageincies reporting four or less placements, did not arrange any such placements

through an Interstate compact. Table 01-12 also contains Information about the specific typo of compact

used by the Nese. II agencies which utilized a compact for at least some Of their placements.

TABLE 01-12. ALABAMA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPES

Number of AGENCIES

Local Agencies Which Placed Children Out of State Juvenile Justice

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING FOUR OR LESS CHILDREN

Number Using Compacts

Number Not Using Compacts

Number with Compact Use Unknown

17

10

6

1
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TABLE 01-12. (Continued)

Number of AGENCIES
Local Agencies Which Placed Children Out of State juvenile justice

NUMBER OF PHASE II AGENCIES PLACING CHILDREN 13

Number Using Compacts 11

Interstate Compact on the Placement of Childrena

Yes 2
No

ii
Don't Know 0

Interstate Compact on Juveniles

Yes 10
No 3
Don't Know 0

interstate Compact on Mental Health

Yes 0
No 13
Don't Know 0

Number Not Using Compacts 2

Number with Compact Use Unknown 0

TOMS

Number of AGENCIES Placing Children Out of State 30

.Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 21

Number of AGENCIES NO Using Compacts 8

Number of AGENCIES with Compact Use Unknown 1

a. Although Alabama had not enacted the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children in 1978, a bureaucratic mechanism did exist Which
incorporated many of its provisions. As a result, some local Juvenile.
Justice agencies reported placing children through the compact.

e

N,

-A--morecoolieto---U6de-rstandf0a- Of-the utilization cif Interitate comOadts by local juven116 Justice
agencies In Alabama rs possible by revkewing Toble 01-13, which indicates the number of children who wore
placed out of state through a compact. Overall, Table 01-13 shows that 162 chi'dren were placed out of
state through an Interstate compact. In contrast, a total of 77 children were sent to other states for
residential care without the use of any compact. Table 01-13 also facilitates comparisons about the
utilization óf compacts between agencies whiCk placed four or less and five or more children out of

'state, and indicates the number of chitdren roported out of state through each specific type of compact
by Phase 11 apncies. N,

\\



TABLE 01-13. ALABAMA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION Cf INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Children Placed Out of State
Number of CHILDREN
Juvenile Justice

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
PIRR7710 FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 35

NUmber Placed witn Compact Uso 10

Number Placed without Compact Use 11

Number Placed with Compact Uso Unknown" 14

CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 11 AGENCIES

Number Placed with Compact Use

Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Childrenb

Number through Interstate
Compact on Juveniles

Number through Interstate
Compact on Mental Health

Number Placed without Compact Uso

Number Placed with Compact Uso Unknown

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State

Number of COILDREN Pieced with Compact Use

Number=lof CHILDREN Placed without Compact Use

Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use Unknown

a. Agenda:1 which placed four or less children

218

152

11

141

0

66

0

253

162

77

14

out of state werl not
asked to report tho actual number of compact-arranged placement14.. Instead,
those agencles simply retiorted whether or not a compact was used to arrange
any out-ofTstate placement. Therefore, If a compact was used, only ono ^lacement
Is indicated as a. compact-arranged Placement and the others are included In

the category "number placed with compact uso unknown."

b. Although Alabama had not enacted the Interstate Compact on tho
Placement of Children In 1978, a bureaucratic mechanrsm did exist which
incorporated many of its provisions and.somo local Juvenile Justice agencies
reported placing children through the compact.

A graphic summarization about the utilization of interstate compacts for tho 253 children placed out
of state by these local Juvenile Justice agencies Is illustrated In Figure 01-4. Although compact
utilization was not dmermined for six percent of tho placements reported, it was learned that 64
percent of these were conpact-arranged placements and 30 percent were placed out of state without the use
of a compact.
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FIGURE 01-4. ALABAMX: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978

IMMO .M IMMO/ .1111. 411111

253
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
ALABAMA LOCAL
JUVENILE JUSTICE

AGENCIES

Nikith30% NONCOMPACT

ellim !VW 111 II

64% COMPACT ARRANGED

65

1

s,
6% COMPACT usE s,

Woo. `%

-....
..... '`,./* \4

.

....
k%

.s.

%, '

N.
\.

\ ;

\
\

Table 01-14 provides a summary aniiysis of compact utilization by state and local agencies. This
. table examines the relationship between tho total number of out-of-state placements arranged by both
state and local agencies tn 1974, and the number of compact-arranged gJacements reported by state
agencies.

Unfortunately, the percentage of opmpact -arranged placements could not be determined for child
welfare and Juventle Justice agencies because state information about placement activity and compact use
was not available. The state mental health and mental retardation agency (DMH) could report its four
placements, all of whom were processed through a compact. The local school districts and the State
Department of Education reported no placement activity and therefore compact uso was not applicable.

AL-18
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TABLE 01-14. ALABAMA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child
Welfare

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health qnd
.lental Retardation

Total Number of State and Local
Agency Arraqied Placements

Total NuMber of Compact-Arranged
Placements Reported by State Agencies

;Percentage of Compact-Arranged
Placements

4

* denotes Not Available.

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State AgenClos

Tho involvement of Alabama state agencies In tho out:.of-stato placement of children Is directly
related to policies described In Section III. Although tho DPS (the state child welfare agoncy) Is tho
only state agoncy legally authorized to expend state rov4huos for out-of-state placements, it was unable
to provide much pf the intormation requested In tho surNey. Tablo 01-15 Illustrates this situation by
providing findings about tho abIllty of state agoncles tc report their involvement In arranging out-of-
state placements. A review of, Tablo 01-15 also shows that the state Juvenile Justice agency (DYS) was
unable to roport information concornIng placements by local Juvonlla Justice agencies, even though DYS Is
responsLbla-for-ad;41nIstemIng_tho_latecstato_Compact_on_JuvonLlas.

.
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TABLE 01-15. ALABAMA: ABIC1TY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR iNVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

, Number of 0141LOREN.Reported
Placed during 1978, by State Agoncies

Child Juvenile Monlal Health/and

Typos of Involvement Wolfaro Education Justice Mental Rotarlation

State Arranged and Funded

Locally Arrangod but
State Funded

*

Court Ordered, but State
Arrangod and Fundod

Subtota/: Placements
Involving State Funding

Locally Arrangod and-
Funded, and Reported
to State

State Holped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Dld,Not Fund
the Placement

0 0' 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 * 0

Othors 0 0

Total Number of
Childron Placod Out
of Stato with Stato
Assistance or
Knowledgoa 0 4

* denotes Not Available.
donotes Not Applicable.

a. Includes all out-of-state placements knowm to officiaLs In tho

particular state agency. In some casos, this figure consists of placements
which did got directly involve .affIrmativa action by the state agoncy but
may simply indicate knowledge of certain out-of-stato placements through

case conferences or through various foie} informal roportlng.

er

The destination of placements known to Alabama state agoncies wai only reported by tho DMH.

Table 01-16 shows that tho four children known to that agency to have boon placod out of state wore sont
to Arkansas, Connocticut, Mich? igan, and New Jersoy.
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TABLE 01 -16. ALABAMA: DESTINATIONS OF C1-11LOREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE

. .

Destinations of
Children Placed\

1/4

Child Welfare
Mental Health and

Juvenile Justice Mental Retardation

Arkansas
Connecticut
MIchl6an

1

Now Jersey
1

Placements for Which Destinations
Could Not.be Reported by State Agencies All All

Total Number of Placements

0

4

* denotes Not Available.'

The conditions of children placed out of state as reported by Alabama state agencies Is given In
Table 01-17. This Informat:on was provided by the DMH and DYS and refledts the conditions of children .

normally served by the two typei cf agencles--Juvenlie dellnquents,mentally handicapped, and emotionally,
disturbed. The state child welfare agency (DPS) dld not report any lnformatIon concerning the conditions

" of,chIldren placed out of state In 1978.

State agencies were also asked to report the rant frequent residentlal'ettIng used fc'sr out-of-state
placement purposes. Relatives' homes were the mosf frequent' category of placement reported from both
child welfare and Juvenile Juplice agencies. Psychiatric hospitals were reported by the state mental
.health and Mental retardation agancy,(DMH).

Finally, each state agency was asked to report their expenditures foriout-of-state placements In
1978. No costs were Incurred by agencies responsible, for edudaflon, Juvenile, jusfice, aod mental health
and mental retardation. Again, the DPS di'V not have information accessIble,whIch could be provided In
response to this Inquiry.

TABIE 01-17. ALABAMA: CONDITIONS.Oh CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENOY TYPE

a.

Typos of Conditions

Agency Typoo
Juvenile Mental:Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

Physically Handicapped

Mentally Handicapped

DeveloPmentally Disabled

Unruly/Disruptive

Truants

Juvenile Delinquen#

Emotionally Disturbed

Pregnant

Drug/Alcohol Problems

0
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TABLE 01-17. (Continued)

Types of,Condltions

Agency Typed
Juvenile N. MenTal meaiTn ana
Justice Mental Retardation

A Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected O.

Adopted Chlldren

'Foster Children

Other

0 0

0 0

0 0

a. X Indicates conditions reported.

F, State Agencies' KnowledQe of Out-of-State Placements

In each state, state and local officials were asked to report on placement, data In thbic possession

or control. Local officials were asked, quite naturally, to report about placements made or arranged 'by

their respective agencies. While state 'officials were asked for comparable data aboUt out-of-state'
placements made or arranged by thelr state agencies, they were also asked to report on -hie Aumber of sucli

placements made by their counterparts In local governments'. In other words, state corrections agencies

were asked about local court placements; state mental health agencies were asked for con:parable data oma-

natidg from community mentai health centers. When state agencies reported data.about their local coun-

Terpar:ts, a ten percent sample of local agencies was contacted in order to verify the Information. In

cases where the state agency had Inconsistent data or could not report, all local agencies were con-
Tidted, within the appropriate agency type, In order to obtain that portion of the survey requirements.
See Table .01-1 tor a description of data collection procedures In Alabama.

Table 01-18 reflects the information available In Alabama. Juvenile courts and probation offices

were the only local agencies which reported making out-of-state placements In Alabama. Since DYS could

not repprt about anw such placements, the percentage of the 253 placements as being known to the

state agbrcy was unavailable.

,

TABLE ,01-40.- ALABAMA: STATE AGENCISI KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTa.

ChIld 'Juvenile Mental Health and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total Ndmber of State app
Loc:al Agency Placements

. Total Number of Placements
IC:limn to State,Agencles,

Percentage of Placements .

KnoWn" to State Agencies

O 4

O 4

100 100

* denotes Not Available.
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Figure 01-5 graphically reflects the dela In Table 01-18, as well as compact utilization reported
by local and state agencies. The paucity of information supplied by state agencies Is further evidenced*In this figure. For example, the number of placements and utilization of interstate compacts could only
be ascertained from the DMH, as Is shown in Figure 01-5. All four placements were arranged by DMH and
were processed through the Interstate Compact on Mental Health. As mentioned earlUer, the findings from
the sample of local mental health dgencles reveal no local placement activity In 1978.

N
Further implication can be drawn from Figure 01-5 when observing the Department of Youth Service's

response as compared with the local Juvenile Justice agencies. It becomes apparent that, although
Alabama DYS has the. responsibility for administering 'the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, the state lacked
the means to report on its use of the compact on behalf of local Juvenile Justice agencies, desplte the
fact that such agericies reported using compacts for 162 placciaSents.

275

250

225

200

175

125

100

75

50

25

FIGURE 01-5. ALABAMA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF OOMPACTS AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

253

4 4 4

Child
Welfare

Juvenile
Justice

* denotes Not Available.

11111 Slate and Local Placements

IIIState and Local Placements Known to State Agencles

MI

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies
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V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Several conclusions have been reached from the study of.out-of-state placement practices of public
agencies in Alabama. Foremost among these conclusions is the lack of information retrieved from the
state's child welfare agency--the Bureau of Family and Children's Services in the Department of Pensions
and Security. This outcome is particularly disturbing In view-of the agency's extensive responsibility
for children in out-of-home Gera and its authority to utilize state revenues for arranging out-of-state
placements. Although numerous attempts and various approaches were taken to retrieve data from the
agency, all methods failed to obtain comparable and satisfactory information for purposes of the study.

Other conclusions that have emerged about out-of-state placement practices include:

Compliance with the Interstate Compact on Juveniles was only tially achieved when
considering out-of-state placements arranged by local Juvenile Justice agencies.

The destination of children placed out of state by both state and local agencies Vas
generally not available.

The conditions of children placed out of statd reflected a wide range of problems, even
though the most frequent category of placement was relatives' homes.

The state-reported information about the out-of-state placement practices of local
agencies responsible for mental health and mental, retardation was consistent with
information gathered from a sample of the local agencies. The finding suggests a
highly satisfactory form of Intergovernmental relations in this area of children's serv-
ices.

The local Juvenile Justice agency with Jurisdiction In Jefferson County (Birmingham)
arranged an estimated 100 out-of-state placements which was almost 40 percent of the
total reported by all local Juvenile Justice agencies in Alabama.

Monitoring of out-of-state placements by local Juvenile Justice agencies was generally
accomplished through quarterly written progress reports and periodic telephone calls,
with only one agency indicating the use of on-site visits for monitoring purposes.

The reader is encouraged to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices in Alabama in order to develop further conclusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTES

1. General information about states, counties, Cities, and SMSAs 1s from the special 1975 population
estimates based on tho 1970 national census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data,152_,,_ 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplemeni), Washington, D.C., 1978.

InformalThW about direct 463573T-17rafe and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: i979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2. ,Alabama Exceptional Child Act, Act 106.
3. Alabama Code 1925, Section 22-50-11, Subsequent 4.
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A PRD/LE OF COT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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Littlejohn, Administrator, Interstate Compact on Juveniles, Bureau of Youth Services, Social

_ Rehabilitation Administration, Department of Human Resources; and Kay CampbeI4,, Acting Chief,
Professional Services, Mental Health Administration, Department of Human Resources.

II. METHODOLOGY

information was-systemaNcally gathered abOut the Ditteict of CeluMbla from a variety of sources
using a number of data collection techniques. FirSt, a search for relevant statutes and case law was
undertaken. Next, telephone interviews were oonducted with officials who were able to report on agency
'policies and practices with regard to the out-of-district placement of children. A mall survey was used,
as a follow-up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-dIstrict
placement practices of public youth-serving agencies. A summary of the data collection effort in the
District of Columbia appears below In Tel*, 09-1.

I

TABLE 09-I. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: METHOOS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type
Levels of Child Juvenile Mental Mental
Government Welfare Education Justice Health Retardationa

District Telephone, Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agencies interview

r.

interview Interview interview Interview

Mailed
1 Survey:

Mailed
Survey:

Mailed
Survey:

Mailed
Survey:

Mailed
Survey:

DHR DCPSS 10HR DHR DHR
Officials Officals Officials Officials Officials

Local
Agencies

Not Not Not Not Not
Applicable Applicable Applicable Applicable Applicable
(District (Drstrict (District District District
Offices) Offices) Offices) Offices) Offices)

a. Although mental health and mental retardation services are tho primary
responsibility 'of a single unit of DHR, the Mental Health Administration, two
sources hod tO be contacted In order to obtain information cn tho out-of-
district pleceMents of each service typo.
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III. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

The District of Columbia has the smallest land arca In the country (61 square miles), with a

population of 712,500. It has the highest population density In the United States with 11,680 persons
per square mile. The estimated 1978 population of persons alight to 17 years old was 110,166.

The district shares a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (S)4SA) with oontiguous states of

Maryfamd and iffrgtmta Unci-odes erartes, fiamtgomery, and Priace- Georges Gount-fes, Maryland; Afaxandrilq
Fairfax, Falls.Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park Independent Cities, and Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun,
and Rrince William Counties, VIrginia).1

B. Child Welfare

The Department of Human Resources (DHR) Is a consolidated agency responsible for all social and
health services In the District of Columbia. Child welfare and Titie XX programs are administered by the
DHR Social Rehabilitation Administration (SRA). Except for general assistance, programs are federal or
district funded. Programs are provided centrally for tha district population. Child welfare services
Include care for children who are dependent, abused, neglected, or In need of supervision through SRA and
its Bureau of Family Services. .

0 Ttie District of Columbia Is not a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children.

C. Education

The District of Columbia Public School System (DCPSS) Is divided into six administrative regions.
Regional offices provide general supervision to the schools under their jurisdiction, give Instructional
support to teachers, and provide services to students in such areas as special testing, placement, and
psychological counse If ng. Moreouerthe y_handi e Aran s fer_s_anst_sixeclaLadmis_slons , ADO stIpp I y in f ormat ion

about school.boundaries,

The District of Columbia provides a wide variety of special education and related services to
handicapped children and youth. Tho responsibility for providing services Is shared by two major
agencies of the District of, Columbia government. The District of Columbia Board of Education Is

responsible for proVIding education and tho Department of Human Services (DHS) Is responsible for

providing medical, special needs identification, and therapeutic services. When a child has a special
education need which cannot be met either In the public schools or In a DHS program, the child may
receive a tuition grant providSd by the District of Columbia to attend school In a special, nonpublic
facility.

The District of Columbia public School System does not have a written policy regarding out-of-
district placements. However, it tries to follow the "least restrictive environment" provision of P.L.
94-142. Whenever possible, the child will attend a special program In a neighborhood school.

D. Juvenile Justice'

The Family Division of the District of Columbia Superior Court has jurisdiction In matters relating
to dependent and neglected children. The Family Division's Juvenile Branch handles youths charged as
delinquents. Associate judges of the Superior Court rotate monthly In the adjudication of cases brought
before the Family Division and the Juvenile Branch.

Adjudicated delinquents are oommitted to the DHR Social Rehabilitation Administration's Bureau of
Youth Services, which is respOnsIble for all juvonlle justice services In the District of Columbia. The
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bureau maintains three juvenile institutions and Is responsible for probation and aftercare services.These responsibilities are divided between the Institutional Services Division and (the Aftercare ServicesDivision.

ThJe are no statutory, administrative, or judicial restrictions oo placing children from the
juvenile justice system into the 50 states. These p:acements are reportedly made through the Interstate
Compact on Juveniles (ICJ). The District of Columbia has been a member of the compact since 1970.

E. Mental Health and*Mental Retardation

The Department of Human Resources Is responsible for all public montal health and mental retardationservices In the District of Columbia. The DHR Mental Health Administration and Social RehabilitationAdministration coordinate programs through special mental retardation Or multipie handicapped schools,community mental health centers, and a developmental services center.

All out-of-district placement public hospital transfers are reported to be arranged through the
Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH). The District of Columbia haS been a member of the compactsince 1972.

IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-DISTRICT.PLACEMENT FRAOTICiS IN 1978
c-

The following tables and summary remarks describe the findings of the study's data collection
activities with agencies serving youth In the District of Columbia. The findings have been organized to
address major issues relating to tho out-of-district placement of children.

A. The Number of Children Placeu In Out-of-District Residential Settings

Before presenting the more detalle'd findings from the survey, an overview of out-of-districtplacement activity In the District 'of Columbia Is provided In Table 09-2. This table summarizes
the number of out-of-district placements which were reported by public agsncies, and In many ways sets
the stage for the more specific information to follow. There are no local data included In this profl'e
because public services to children are entirely supervised and administered by district-level agencies.

Table 09-2 clearly shows that In 1978, the% DHR's Social Rehabilitation Administration placed tho
majority of children out of district for residential care and treatment. Placements by this agency
account for 73 percent of the 332 out-of-district placements that wore reported by all public agencies.

The Department of Human Resources, Social Rehabilitation Administration, Is also unique because itlicenses child care settings outside of its political jurisdiction. The department has apparently
resorted to this action, which to the study's knowledge Is uniguo In the nation, because of the extreme
geographic limits and Intense urbanization within which it must operate. The department respondent noted
In reference to the 243 children reported placed out of the district that, uThis number does not include
the estimated 750 children placed in our agency foster homes In nearby Maryland and Virginia and a small
emergency care private facility one block across the District, of Columbia line foto Maryland.fl Thechildren included In Table 09-2 were placed In settings out of the district into settings other than
thoso directly licensed by the department.

The remaining out-of-district piacementg were made primarily by the District of Columbia Public
School System, which placed 47 children, and by the SRA's Bureau of Youth Services, which placed 31
children. Together, these agencies account for almost 24 percent of all out-of-district placements. Tho
remaining 3 percent of tho children placed In other states are attributable to DHR's Mental Health
Administration, which provides mental health and mental retardation services to children.
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TABLE 09-2. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: NIIMBER OF OUT-OF-DISTRICT

PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY DISTRICT AND LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Levels of Child
Government Welfare

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Juvenile Menfel Mental

Education Justice Health Retardation Total

District
Agency
Placementsa 243 47 31 3 8 332

Local
Agency
Placements

Total

,
243- 47 31 3 8 332

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May include placements which the district agency arranged and funded
'independently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,

and others directly involving the district agency's assistance or knowledge.

Refer to Table 09-3 for specific information regarding district agency

involvement in arrangi,ng out-of-district placements.

B. The Out-of-District Placement Practices of District Agencies

Table 09-3 further describes the involvement of district agencies in placing children out of

district. All categories of local involvement In placement are designated as not applicable because of

theAnique governmental structure of tho district.

The reporting of two district agencies represented In the table deserves special mention. The UHR's

Social Rehabilitation and Mental Health Administrations reported some or all of the!r placements under

more than one categoly of involvement. The first category shown on tho table, "District Arranged and

Funded," includes all out-of-district placements meeting those conditions. The third category, "Court

Ordered, but District Arranged and Funded," was used by those awn:dies to designate that proportion of

the placements reported In the previous category which also mot the condition of being court ordorod. In

both casos, the agencies reported unduplicated total placements which appeiv at tho bottom of the table,

and these totals have been used In any calculations or descriptions representing the out-of-district

placement activities of these agencies. In addition, neither of these agencies reported the number of

placements they helped to arrangebut for which they wore not legally nor financially responsible.

The District of Columbia Public School System and mental retardation programs within tho DHR's Mental

Health Administration both arranged and funded all ceported olaaeinents. In contrast, the DHR Bpreau of

Youth Services helped to arrange all reported pjacements but was not required to do so and did not pay

placement-related expenses.
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TABLE 09-3. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: ABILITY OF DISTRICT
AGENCIES TO REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN
ARRANGING OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS IN
1978

Types of
Involvement

District
Arranged
and Funded

Locally
Arranged
but District
Funded

Count

t District
A ranged and
F nded

I

Sub otal:
PI cements
In olving
Di trict
Fu ding

Lo ally ('

ranged
d Funded,

nd Reported
o District

Number of CHILDREN
Reported Placed during 1978 by District Agencies .

125 0 3 0

Child Juvenile Mental Mental
Welfare Education Juitice Health "Retqrdation

243 47 0 3 8

243 47 0 3 8

!strict
Helped
Arrange,
but not
Required
by Law or
Dld Not Fund
the Placement 0 31, 0

Others 0 0 0 0 0

Total
Number of
Children
Placed Out
of District
with District
Assistance
or Knowledgeb' 243 47 31 3 8

-- denotes Not Applicable.
* denotes Not Available.

a. Includes all out-of-district placements known to officials in the
particular district agency. In some caies, this figure consists of placements
which did not directly involve affirmative action by the district agency but may
shiply indicate knowledge of certain out-of-district placements through case

ferences or through various forms, of informal reporting.
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The extent to which interstate oompacts were used to arrange out-of-district placements is presented
in Table 09-4. The DHR's Social Rehabilitation and, Mental Health Administrations dld not report how many
of their out-of-district placements were arranged through interstate compacts. However; Table 09-4
shows that the district's public school administration did not use any compacts for the 47 children it
placed out of its Jurisdiction. This Is not uncommon for education agencies because there exists no
interstate oompact for the placement of children into facilities solely educational In nature. Finally,
all of the Bureau of Youth Services placements and one-fourth of the placements by mental retardatiOn
programs were processed by a compact. It should be noted that the District of Columbia Is not a member
of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of "Children.

TABLE 09-4. DISTRICT OF COLUM3IA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
CCMPACTS REPORTED BY DISTRICT AGENCIES IN 1978,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Child
Welfare EdUcation

Juvenile
Justice

Mental
Health

Mental
Retardation

1Waf Nui6er
of District and
Local Agency-
Arranged
Placements 243 47 31 3 8

Total Number
of Compact-
Arranged

_Placements.
Reported by
DistrIct
Agencies * 0 31 * 2

Percentage ,of
Compact-
Arranged
Placements

. *
0 100 * 25

* denotes Not Available.

District agencies, like state agencies, were asked to indicate how many of their out-of-district
placements were arranged In specific states. The reported destinations of children leaving the district
from its public agencies appear In Table 09-5. Forty-two percent of all children leaving the district

, went to Maryland and Virginia and 23 percent were placed In Pennsylvania.

Placements arranged by the DHR's Social Rehabilitation Administration wore fairly ooncentrated within
the region, with 40 percent going to the contiguous states of Maryland and Virginia (see Figure 09-1) and
42 percent going to Ohio, Pennsylvania, Now Jersey, and New York. The remaining 45 children were placed
In numbers between ono and seven children In 17 other states throughout the country. Also, one child was
reported placed In an African country.

Children placed into states by the District of Columbia Public School Systom were also concentrated
In contiguous or regional states, as reflected In Figure 09-I. Maryland reCeived 38 percent of children
placed by the District of Columbia public.schools, as did Pennsylvania. Remaining placements wore
arranged In sm, I numbers In Now Jersey, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, and Wost Virginia.

.The SRA Bureau of Youth Services similarly made 71 percent of Its out-of-district placements In
Maryland and Virginia. Of the nine children placed In noncontiguous states, most were In the
mid-Atlantic region except for the single placements arranged in California, Florida; and Missouri. All

placements arranged by district mental health or mental retardation officials wore In the contiguous
state of Maryland or In West Virginia or Pennsylvania.
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TABLE 09-3. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN
PLACED-OUT OF DISTRICT IN 1978 REPORTED BY
DISTRICT AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations
of Children
Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Welfare Education
_

uven
Justice

n a
Health

n a
Ratardatiom

Arkansas 1 0 0 0
California 2 0 1 0
Delaware- 2 0 O. 0
Florida 6 0 1 0
Georgia 6 0 0 0

Maryland 7QI ____18-- 15- 0 2
____--Massachusetts 4 0 0

Missouri 0 0 1

New Jersey 15 2 0
Nbw Mexico 1 0 0
'

New York 12 0 0 o o
North Carolina 7 0 1 0 0
,Ohlo 20 0 o o o
Pennsylvania 54 18 2 2 2
South Carolina 6 o 2 o o

Tennessee . o o 4 1 0 0
Texas 3 -0 0 .0
Vermont 0 1 0 0 0
Virginia 26 2 7 o

,

o
Washington 1 o o o o

West Virginia 3 3 0 1 4
Africa 1 0 0

Placements
for Which
Destinations
Could Not
ble Reported

by District
Agencies 0 0 0 0 0

Total
' Number of

Placements 243 47 31 3
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FIGLRE 09-1. DISTRICT Of:COLU481A: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO THE DISTRICT OE COLU4BIA
BY DISTRICT AGENCIESa

a. These district agencies reported the destinations for a total of1 332 placements.

District agencies were asked to Indicate, from a list of descriptive categories, the types of
phildren who were placed out 'Of district. Table 09-6 summarizes their responses. The most predominant
finding Is the wide variety of responses made by the DHRs Social Rehabilitation Administration. This
agency was involved In placing children with every characteristic offered for description except
pregnancy.

Other public agencies serving district children are, by comparison, very focused In the kinds of
children for which they arranged out-of-district placements. The characteristics of children placed by
these agencies are fairly traditional, given tht> types of services they provide. For dibmple, the
juvenile justice agency reported placing truants and adjudicated delinquents out of the district, and the
school system placed emotionally disturbed and othern children (including the deaf and blind, ant
learning disabled). Mental health and mental retardation officials reported placing children who were
mentally handicapped, physically handicapped, and developmentally disabled.

TABLE 09-6. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: OONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF DISTRICT IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY DISTRICT
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Typos of
Conditions

A2TIa_IYEEP
1%-rra
Welfare Educatim . Justice

mentai
Health

Menral
Retardation

Physically
Handicapped X 0 0 X 0

Mentally
Handicapped X 0 0 X X

Developmentally
Disabled X 0 0 0 X

Unruly/
Disruptive X 0 0 0 0

Truants X 0 X 0 0

Juvenile
Delinquents )( 0 X 0 0
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TABLE 09-6. (Continued)

Types of
Conditions

Agency Typed
Child Juvonlie
Welfare Education Justice Health Retardation

. Emotionally
Disturbed X X

Pregnant ' 0 . 0 0 0'

Drug/
Alcohol . /

Problems
/

X - 0 0 0 0 ,

0

Batterild,/ k
--Abariddnd,

or Neglected

Adopted
Children

Foster-

V: I dr en

Other
./

II

o

0 0

0

a. )/ 1ndicates conditions reported.

TABLE 09-7. DISTRICT OF COLUMbIA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES
FOR OUTOFDISTRICT PLACEMENTS IN 1978,
AS REPORTED BY DISTRICT AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type
Levels of Chlid Juvenile Mental Mental

Government Welfare EdUcation Justice Health Retardation

District

Federal

Local

CMher

Total
Reported
Expendltures

.
* * 0 * S75,000 est

* 0 0 * *

$2,500 est * 0 * *

* 0 0 * *

$2,500 * 0 * S75,000

* denotes Not Available.
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District agencies providod information on the type of setting that was most frequontly selocted to
receive children placed out of district. Every agency, except tho SRA Bureau of Youth Sorvices, said
that residontial treatment or child care facilities wore the sotting of cholca for children leaving the
district. The burequ reported sending children most frequently to rolatives' )omes.

The district agencies had some difficulty In roportIng expenditures related to out-of-district place-
ments. As can be seen In Table 09-7, the only agency which responded to quastions about placement expen-
ditures In each category of funding source was the Bureau of Youth Servi-os which did not spend any of
its budget for out-of-district placements In 1978. A dollar estimation of $2,500in local funds was
given by child welfare officials. It was not doterminod what thi., agency was referring to as "local"
funds. Mental retardation officials estimated spending $75,000 In district funds for out-of-district
placoments In 1978.

District public school officials rulad out tho oxpendituro of.joderal.or other funds for out-of-
district placements,Jout_dld_not report on -expenditure:is 'froth distrlci -sources. All other exponditure

---riffermatIon by agency type or source of funds was Onavallable.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Roview of tho Oformation obtained from the survoy of tho District of Columbia public agencies brings
f ward sovoral conclusions about the agencies' out-of-district placement practices. Tho most portlnont
of theso conclusions.follow.

The .Social RohabllitatIon Administration within DHR clearly takes, the lead am;ng public
agendes In placing children out of the district by sonding chIldren of all typos into states
all ovor the county.for care and treatment. Th's child wolfare agency placed children having
conditions or statuses also montionod by the other four public agenclos serving youth.

There was a fairly, clear trend for district agoncies to roly on Maryland, Virginia, and
Pennsylvania to recelive the majority of thoir out-.of-district placements.

Children who leave the District by tho actions of public agencies, except SRAs Bureau of Youth
Sorvices, frequently go to residential treatment or child care sottings.

- Although the agencios of the District of Columbia oporato within a limited 61 squaro miles of
urban area, they do not behave like agoncies of a large city or evon of a county. Tho
incidence of placement of children out of thoir jurisdiction to contiguous, and espocially to
more distant states, rivals or exceeds the findings for agencios oporating within ontire
states with a much larger land area and population.

The reader Is oncouragod to Compare national trends doscribed In Chaptor 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices In the District of Columbia In order to dovolop further conclusions about
the district's involvement with tho out-of-district placment of children.

FOOTNOTE

1. Genoral information about states, countios, cities, and SMSAs Is from tho speclital 1975 population
ostimates basod on the 1970 national census containod in tho U.S. Buroau of tho Consus, County and sta
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1970. ,

Information About direct genoral state and local total por capita oxpondfturos and oxpondituros for
ducation and public welfare wore also taken from data collected by tho U.S. auroau of tho Census and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United Statos: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

The 1978 estimated population of porsons eight to 17 yoars old was dovolopod by tho National Conter
for Juvenile Justice using two sources.: the 1970 national census and tho National Cancor institute 1975
estimated aggrogate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of tho Consus.
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2 A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN FLORIDA
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I. METHODOLOGY
A

o.

.(
information was systematically gathered about Florida from a variety of sources using a number of

data collection techniques. First, a search of relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officials-who wore able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as,a follow-
up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencies and these of local agencies subject tO state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

An assessmegt of cut-of-state placemont poi icies and the adeqUacycl ::Iformation reported by state agencies
suggested further survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies in arranging out-of-
state placements. Pursuant to this,assossment, further data collection was undertaken If it was necessary
to:

verify '1:mit-of-state piacement data reported by state wvornment about local agencies; and
o collect local agency data which was not available from state 'government.

A summary of tho data collection effort in Floeida appoars below in Table 10-1.

)

TABLE 10 -1. FLORIDA:- METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Level's of

Govynment

State
Ag(!ncies

UMW
Welfare

Survey.Methods, by Agency Type
Juvenile mental maalTh and

Educaition Justice Mental Retardation

Telephone Telephone
Interview interview

Mailed Mailed
Survey: Survey:
DHRS DOE
officials officials

. Local Nbt Telephone
Agencies % .Applicable Survey:

(State All 67
Offices) local school

districts

Telephone
interview

Mailed
Survey:
DHRS
officialk

Not
Appricable

' (State
Offices)

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DHRS officials
Telephone Survey:
regional offices
and state-oper-
ated facilities

Not Applicable
(State Offices)
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III. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERV:CES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Florida has the 26th largest land area (54,090 square miles) and is the eighth most populated state
(8,283,074) in the United States. Dade County (Miami) is, the most poPulated ,county in the state.
Tallahassee, the capital, is the tenth most populated city in the state. In addition, Florida has 89
cities with populationa over 10,000 and 24 cities with populations over 30,000. It has 66 counties and
one city-county consolidation, Jacksonvill.1-Duval. The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17
years old was 1,302,472.

The state has 16 Standard Metropolitan Statistical ,Areas (SMSAs). .1(4-Nets border states are
Alahema_and.Georgia.___

Florida was ranked 38th nationally in total state and local per capita expenditures, 50th in per
Capita expenditures for public welfare, and 39th in per capita expenditures for education.]

B. Child Welfare

1'

The Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (DHRS) manages the state's child wolfare
-system through 11 district offices, which contain 40 district service networks covering every county in
the state. Each district service network is organized around eight program areas: aging and adult
services, children's medical services, mental health, mental retardation, vocational rehabilitation,
youth services, and social and economic services. The social and economic services program offices
administer foster bare and idoptive services for de-pendent and neglected children.

Tha DHRS reports to place children out t4 state in accordance with the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children (ICPC). Florida has been a member of tho compact since 1974.

C. Education

The Florida Department of Education (DoE) sots standards, coordinates, ;implements guidelines in

accordance yith state legislation, nd provides training to manage the delivery of educational services
through the state's 67 public school gistricts and relevant state agencies. Follcies and organizational
characteristics of special importance to this study relate to the education of1 exceptional students. The
DOE's Bureau of Education for Exceptional Students has major responsibikity for regulating special
ducation services to exceptional children. Among other functions, the lureau operates 18 regional
diagnostic and resource centers for exceptional students. These centers eialuate and diagnose students
referred by school districts, prescribe.instructional and service needs, and provide Informational and'
referral 'services for finding necessary services.

Underelorida statutes, all 67 school districts must provide an .appropriate program of special
instruction, facilities, ind related services for except!onal students.A A school district may enter
into contracts with nonpublic schools in Florida or other states for sdrvices for exceptional students,
when it "has been determined that no prqgram offerred by it, a cooperating district school board, or a
state agency can adequately provide for the student's needs. These genpublic schools must moot certain
*requirements set forth by the Bureau of Education for Exceptional Students in order for the state to
reimburse the district for placement costs. In school year 1977-78, nine out-of-state nonpublic school
contracts had been approved by the bureau.

State education officials indicated that children are not likely to be placed out of state by School
districts without state approval of the contracts and the associated state reimbursement. Consequently,
State officials believe they have knowledge of all such placements arrangod by school districts; however,
they-wore unable to report the incidence of out-of-state placeme.nts in 1978 according to the specific
school districts which arranged the placements.
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1114D. Juvenile Justice

In Florida, 20 locally operated circuit courts have jurisdiction over dependent, neglected, and

delinquent children and youth. 4In some of the larger counties, the courts have juvenile and family
divisiont to adjudicate these cases.

Delinquent youth are referred by the courts to the Department of Health and Rehabilitative'ServIces1
Youth Services Program Office for detention and treatment. The DHRS1 youth services offices provide

court intake, individual and group counseling, and secure and nonsecure detention. The latter includes
family group homes, halfway houses, and forestry camps. Moreover the youth services offices are
responsible for parole and probation and for various residential and nonresidential community-based

programs to control and prevent delinquency. .

tlrduft Court judget Can dtreCtty ptato Children out of state, but the more typical disposition
involves commitment to the DHRS. The placement decision Is then the responsibility of DHRS which
reportedly arranges all out-of-state placements through the ICPC or ICJ. Florida has been a member of
tho ICJ since 1957.

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Public mental health and mental retardation services are.state operated in Florida.t The Offices of
Mental Health Programs and Developmental Services Programs within DHRS administer state hospitals and a
number of community-based mental health and retardation services for children through its 11 district
offices. In addition, tho Office of Developmental Services Programs establishes standardt, and provides
assistance, and necessary supervision to all state-supported diagnostic Centers, day care workers,
rehab:litation centers, sheltered workshops, boarding homes, and othee facilities serving the retarded.

DHRS officials report that because of budgetary constraints, they do not have the funds available for
placing children out of state. However, out-of-state placements may occur In unusual circumstances.

Florida has been a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH) since 1971.

IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The f011owIng discussion and tabular display sots forth tho findings from the survey of Florida state
and local public agencies. The information Is organized to highlight the major questions regarding
public agencies' involvement with the opt-of-state placement of children In 1978.

A. The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

Table 10-2 provides a summary Introduction to out-of-state placement activity which was detected
among Florida state and local public agencies. The figures are not duplicative to tho extent that little,

interagency cooperation exists among agencies. (Interagency agreements will bo discussed In more depth

In the succeeding sectioas.) It should be recognized that tho Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services is the major placing agency in Florida. DHRS administers state services In the areas of child

welfare, juvenile justice, and mental health and mental retardation through three separate offices.
Those three offices reported approximately 843,out-of-siate placements which constitute nearly 99 percent
of all placements reported by Florida state and local agencies. In contrast, local school districts

reported placing nine children out of state In 1978.
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TA0LE 1(-2. FLORIDA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Levels of .

Government

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Child
Welfare

Juvenile Aental Health and
Education Justice Mental Reterdation Total

State
Agency
Piacementsa

Local
Agency,
Placements

Total

435

435

0

9

404

-

404

4

-

4

843

9

852

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded
independently or under a oourt order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,
and others directly Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer
to Table 10-9 for specific information regarding state agency I olvement In

arranging out-of-state placements.

Table 10-3 displays the number of children reported placed out of state by each school district
according to the county In which the districts are located. The table alio lists, the estimated 1978
population of persons eight to 17 years old within oach county In order to facilitite-an examination of
tho relationship between population and the incidence,of out-of-state'placements. Review of Tabio 10-3
reveals that children were plated out of state by school districts located in counties with youth
populations ranging from 8,981 (Santa Rosa) to 98,832 (Duval). It Is Interesting to note that the
county with the greatest number of reported placements was Leon, which contains Tallahassee and had an
estimated youth population of only 20,011. Strikingly, Broward, Dade, and Hillsborough counties, which
include the major cities of Fort Lauderdale, Miami, and Tampa, dld not have any children placed out of
Florida In 1978.
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TABLE 10-3. FLORIDA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER
OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY 03UNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978.

Educeron

Alachua
Baker
Bay-

Bradford
Brevard

19,236
2,361
17,184

2,979
45,109

0
0

0
0
0

Broward 120,375 0
Calhoun 1,570 0
Charlotte 4,408 0
Citrus 5,000 0

Clay 11,485 0

Collier 9005 0
Columbia 5,498 0
Dade 211,399 0
De Soto 2,680 0
Dixie 1,204 0

Duval 98,832 1

Escambla 40, 974 0
Flagier 1,051 0
Franklin 1,465 0

Gadsden 7,261 0

GlIchrlst 934 0
Glades 883 0

Gulf 1,972 0
Hamilton 1,607 0
Hardee 3,644 "0

Henry 3,240 0

Hernando 4,273 0
Highlands 6,233 0
Hillsborough 101,771 0

Holmes 2,184 0

Indian River 7,683 \ 0
Jackson 6,905 \ 0

Jefferson 1,863 \ 0

Lafayette 633 \O
Lake 13,672

1

Lee 22,336 0\

Leon 20,011 3
Levy 3,128 0
Llberty 665 6

Madison 2,689 0

Manatee 14,801 0
Marion 16,422 0

Martin 6,547 0

Monroe 7,910 0
Nassau 5,631 0

Okaloosa 21,646
Okeechobee 3,492
Orange 72;587
Osceola '5t9P
Palm Beach 66;40
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TABLE 10-3. (Continued)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of Pi ILDREN

Placed durin_g_ 1978
Education

Pasco 14,199 0
Pinellas 76,731 I

Polk 48,483 0
Putnam 7,913 0
St. Johns 6,701 0

St. Lucie 11,593 0
Santa Boit' ,8,981

,
I

Sarasota 17,640 I

Seminole 25,963 I

Sumter 3,261 0
/

Swannee 3,426 0
Taylor 2,542 0
Union 1,387 0
Volusla 29,150 0

Wakulla 1,788 0

Walton 2,934 0
Washington 2,488 0

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Lócal Agencies 9

Total Number of
Local Agencies
Reporting 67

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice using
data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
institute 1975 estimated aggregate census.

B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

The survey of Florida local public agencies included all of the 67 public school districts, as shown
In Table 10-4. Seven of these school districts,,constitutIng approximately ten percent of the total,
placed children out of stnfn In 1978 and could report the number of placements. The remaining 60 school
districts did mot place any children outside of Florida In that year.
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TABLE 10-4. FLORIDA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENC1ES_, by Agency Type
Response Categories Education

Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State
Placements 7

Agencies Which Did Not Know If they Placed,
or Placed but Could Not Report the
Number of Children 0

'Agencies Which Did Not Place Out of State 60

Agencies Which Did Not Participate In
the Survey , 0

Total Local Agencies 67

The 60 reporting local school districts which did not arrange out-of-state placements were asked
about their reasons for not becoming involved Ih the practice. Table 10-5 shows that the overwhelming
reason given was the availability of sufficient services In Florida.. Eight school district responses
also indicated that no children came to their attention that needed an out-of-state placement (specified
In the "Other,' category).

TABLE 10-5. FLORIDA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of Statea

Number of Local AGENCIES,
by Reported Reason(s)

Education

Lacked Statutory Authority 0

Restricted 0

Lacked Funds 0

Sufficient Services Available In State 58

Otherb 8

Number of Agencies Reporting No Out-of-State
Placements 60

Total Number of Agencies Represented In Survey 67

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements.

b. Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohibitive because of distance.

Of particular importance Is the extent to which the local school districts arranged out-of-state
placements with the assistance of another public agency. Table 10-6 reveals that 57 percent of the
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placing school districts worked with other public agencis to arrange 67 percent of their out-of-state
placements. These four school districts_ reported cooperating with DHRS when placing slx children
out of state.

TABLE 10-6. FLORIDA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY a/OPERATION
TO ARRANGE OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGEHCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage,
by Agency Type

Number Percent

ortina_00-of-Stato Placementsa 7 10

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State Placements with
4 57interagency Cooperation

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of'Sfate

Number Of CHILDREN Placed Out of State with

9

6

100

67interagency Cooperation

a. See Table 10-4.

Table 10-7 focuses attention cn the types of conditions of the children placed out of state by the
local school districts. The most predominant conditions were children who were mentally III or
emotionally disturbed, and children with special education needs.

TABLE 10-7. FLORIDA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT Cf STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Types of Conditionsa
Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Education

Physically Handicapped 1

Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 1

Unruly/DIsruptive 0

Truant 0

Juvenile Delinquent 0

Mentally ill/Emotionally Disturbed 5

Pregnant 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems 0

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 0

Adopted 0

Special Education Needs 6

Multiple Handicaps 1

FL-8
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TABLE 10-7. (Continued)

Types of Conditionsa,
Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Education

Other

Number of Agencies Reporting 7

a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition.

'None of the Florida local school districts placed five or more children out of state In 1978 and,
therefore, no local agencies were asked for the additional information requested of these (nate II
agencies in other states.

C. Use of Interitate Compacts By State and Loaal Agencies

The seven local districtt arranging out-of-state placements In 1978 also reported not utilizing an
Interstate oompact for: any of those nine placements, as reflected In Figure 10-1. A possible explanation
of this fact Is that facilities totally educational in nature are excluded frpm the purview of an
/interstate oompact.
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F1GL1E 10-1. FLORIDA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL
EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978

ONIMO =IOW

4// #"loW /I

100% NONCOMPAO

OMB, . 41
9

CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
FLORIDA LOCAL
EDUCATION AGENCIES

0% COMPACT ARRANGED

Florida state agencies also responded to a survey request for information on interstate compact
utilization. Table 10-8 reflects tbe 100 percent utilization reports of two state agencies, child
welfare and juvenile justice. Both of these agencies' compact offices supplied tho placement incidence
and compact Information.

The state educatibn agency confirmed the local school district reports of no compact use In 1978.
The state mental health agency, In contrast, reported three-fourths of the state-arranged placements to
have Wen processed through one of the Interstate agreemeats.
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TABLE 10-8. FLORIDA: UrILDATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile Mental Health and

Welfare" Education Justice Mental Rotardatlon

Total Number
of State and
Local Agency-
Arranged
Placements 435 9 404 4

Total Number
of Convect-
Arranged
Placements
Reported by
State Agencies

rercontage of

435 0 404 3

Compact-Arranged
Placements 100 0 100 75

(1)

D. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

The involvement of Floridals state agencies In the out-of-state placement of children Is presented In

Table 10-9. At this point, It Is important to recall the organizational structure of services In state

government which was described In Section III. DHRS, as sole public provider of youth services and also

the administrative location -of the three Interstate compacts, was able to report.its involvement in

arranging out-of-state placements. The Department of Education ajso reported Its total Involvement.

A discrepancy In the total placements and subcategoey totals Is found under the child welfare agency

type. A possible exPlanation Is that the; respondent did not see the categories of Involvement as

mutually exclusive. Another discrepancy Is found between the Department of Education reporting 14

locally arranged placements and the local school districts reporting nine placements. This discrepancy

possibly occurred because the state agency included placements made prior to 1978 for which they were

still providing funds.

Further review of Table 10-9 indicates other *important aapects In the out-of-state' placement

praotices of Florida state agencies. For example, there were only 16 out-of-state placements which were

both arranged and funded by state agencies, and two of those were court ordered. The 435 out-of-state

placements'attributed to the state child welfare agency wiThin MRS and the 404 placements Involving the

state juvenile justice agency were simply arranged but not funded by state offices. The majority of the

839 children wore placed with relatives in other states.

FL-11
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TABLE 10-9. FLORIDA: ABILITY OF STATE.AGENClES TO REPOT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARWIGING_011'2.14EmSJAT.E,
PLACEMENTS 1N-1978

Types of -

involvement

Number of CHILDREN
Reported Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Child JUvenile mentarHealth and
Welfare Education Justice Menial ReterJetion

Stat.
Arranged
and Funded 14 ' o

Locally
Arranged but

-State-Funded

Court
Ordered,
but State

/ Arranged
and Funded 0 0 0 2_

Subtotal:
Placements 4

7 Involving
State Funding 14 14 0

LoCally
Arranged and
Funded, and
Reported to
State 0 -

State
Helped
Arrange,
but Not
Required by
Law or Did
Not Fund the
Placement 2 0 0 2

Otherb 435 0 404 0

Total
Nuejber of

Children
Placed Out
of State
with State
Assistance or
Knowledge 435 14 404 4

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Thls column does not total hecause of double counting of children within
the typo of involvement categories.

b. Represents placements which wore arranged but not funded. 'Generally
consisted of placates" with relatives In other states.

c. Includes all out-of-state placeMents known to officials in the particular
state agency. In some cases, thls figure'conslsts of placements which dld not
directly Involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply indicate
knowledge of certaln out-of-stato placements through case conferencesor through
various forms of InforMal reporting.
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The-availability of- Information varied among state abency typos when asked about the destinations of
the children placed out of state. As can be seen In Table 10-10, the child welfare, and mental
health/mental retardation offices were not able to report the destinations of the placements made by
their agency. -The state Juvenile Justice agency and the DOE could report the destinations of the
children they reported to be cut of state. It can be seen In Table 10-10 that children placed by the
OHRS Juvenile Justice office were placed in almost every state in the country; however, a contiguous
state, Georgia, received more children than any other. Largo numbers of children were reported to have
been sent to Texas, Alabama, New York, and Ohlo4 as well.

Children sent out of Florida and reported by the DOE Were primarily sent to Georgia, a contiguous
state, Pennsylvania and Texas. Singte placements were also made to Alabama, another border state,
Minors, Kansas, M;-yland, New York, and Virginia.

TN3LE 10-10. OR1DA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT Of
STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
OENCYyz(gE2;

, Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

Alabama I 28
Alaskil o 1

Arizona o 4

Arkansas o 4

California o 11

Colorado o 4

Connecticut o 9
Delaware o 2

Georgia 4 45
Hawaii o 1

'Idaho -6 1

Illinois I 9
Indiana o 14

Iowa o 1

Kansas 1 2

Kontucky o 15

Louisiana o 13

Maine o 3
Maryland I 17

Massachusetts o 8

Michigan o 16

Minnesota o 1

Mississippi o 4

Missouri o 4
Nebraska o 2

Nevada o 3
New Hampshire o 2

New Jersey o 12

New Mexico o 1

New York 1 ' 28

North Carolina O 14

North Dakota
Ohio O 21

Oklahoma O 3
Oregon O
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Destinations or
Children Placed

_Number of CilliLDREN Placed
Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

/

pennsylvania 13
Rhode island

(2( / 2
South Caroline 0,

,

Tennessee O. 11
Texas 2 29

Vermont 0 , 1

Virginia
1 / 18

Washington /
/ 0 3

West Virginia / 0 12
Wisconsin 0 2

Placements
for Which
Destinations
Could Not be
Reported by
State Agencies All 0 0 All

Total Number
of Placements 435 14 404 4

Table 10-11 summarizes the conditions reported by state agencies as descriptive of childrem placedout of state in 1978. The-state child welfare aoncy described the chlidren/as physically handicapped,
developmentally disabled, emotionally disturbed, and battered, abandoned, ,br neglected. It was also
reported by these officials that adopted and foster children left Florida. The Department of Education
reported that children with physical or emotional impairments were sent out of state. The DHRS juvenileJustice office reported that Juvenile delinquents were placed out of state. The Divisions of Mental
Health and Mental Retardation reported emotionally disturbed and dellnqufint children were piacdd out ofFlorida.

TABLE 10-11. FLORIDA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED COT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Types of
Conditions

Agency Typo
menrerfliarir
Mental Retardation

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justiae

Physically
Handicapped X X 0 0

Mentally
Hendicapped 0 0 0 0

Developmentally
Disabled X 0 0 0

Unruly/
Disruptive .0 0 0 . 0

Truants 0 0 0 0

FL-14
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TABLE 10-11. (Continued)

A enc T
_types_of

, 7sua uven e WW,E1r-I-WfrirTden
Conditions Welfare Edycation Justice Mental Retardation.'

Juvenile
Delinquents 0 0 X X

Emotionally
Disturbed

Pregnant

Drug/
Alcohol
Problems

Battered,
Abandoned,

i or Neglected

Adopted
Children

-
Foster
Children

Other

a. X indicates conditions reported.

A question about the type of setting most frequently receiving children placed out of state was asked
of stat agencies. The state education and mentayhealth officials reported most frequently sending
children to residential treatment settings or chit care institutions. The DHRS child welfare and
Juvevile JusticepoffIces Said that children placed out of Florida most frequently went to stay with
relatives.

Table 10-12 provides information on the expenditures incurred by Florida state agencies for
out-of-state placements In 1978. DHR$ offices in the child welffre ind mental health/Mental retardation
service areas were not able to provide this information. The Juvenile Justice ,espondent reported that
no public expenditures were made. The Department of Education reported approximately $40,000 of state
funds-was spent for out-of-state placements In that year.
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TABLE 10-12. FLORIDA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES

Levels of
Government

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type
Child

Welfare Education
Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

State * $39,873A0 est 0

Federal . * 0 0

Local -- 0 0

. Other * 0 0

Total
Reported

s Expenditures $39,873.80 0

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

E. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements
A

Services for children are primarily operated by state government In Florida, and Table 10-13 reflects
these agencies/ overall knowledge of out-of-state placement activity within the state. Two points about
this information should be clarified. The state education agency actually reported more children to have
been placed out of rlorida by local school districts In 1978 than the local agency survey identified. As
oted In the discussion of Table 10-9, this may ba due to the statels Involvement In the continued
unding of placements which occurred prior to 1978. A second aspect of state agency placement knowledge -

o be clarified Is tho means by which the mental health and mental retardation agency placements were-
eported. As Stated In Tabel 10-1, a telephone survey was conducted by the Academy staff with all.MH/MR
eglonal ofces and public facilities in order to accurately accumulate tho 1978 incrdence of.placement.
tate records wore not kop. In ,a manner which made this information available from a single sfate source.
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TABLE 10-13. FLORIDA: STATE AGENCIES! KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Chlld
Welfare Educatlon

Juvenlle
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

State and Local
Agency Placements 435 9 404 4

Placements Known to
State Agencles 435 14 404 4

Percentage of
Placements
Known to
State Agencies 100 100a 100 100

a. The state education.,ilgency attributed more out-of-state placements to
local school districts than ;fere identifled by the local survey.

FIGURE 10-2. FLORIDA: THE TOTAL NUMBER Of STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS,AND USE Of COMPACTS AS REPORTED AND
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

404 404 404

[ Juvenile Mental Health and
Weflaril Education Justice Mental Retardation

State and Local Placements

11111 State and Local Placements Kncmn to State Agencles

[:::] State and Local Compact-Arrangod Placements Reported by State Agencies

a. The state educatiln agency attributed more out-of-state placements to local school districts than were
identified by the local survey.
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Figure 10-2 Illustrates Florida state agencies' knowledge of out-of-state placement activity and,
equally as important, their knowledge of Interstate compact use. Again It should be noted that the
compact offices within ttle child welfare and the Juvenile Justice agencies (both DHRS offices) reported
incidence of placement as well as the number of childen placed with the use of an Interstate compact.
The overrepresentation of local school districts' 1978 placement activity by the state education agency
is seen In this Illustration and the 75 percent compact utilization reported by all the state mental
health and nental retardation offices and public facilities Is also included.

V. CONCLUDINOIREMARKS

Upon review of tho information obtained from the survey of Florida state and local public agencies,
several conclusions can be made about their Involvement In the out-of-state placement of children.
Certainly, a primary finding Is DIARS1 ability to report comprehensive Information about the large number
of out-of-state placements. For Instance, the state Juvenile Justice office could report the

destinations of all 404 children that were placed out of state through the Interstate Compact on
Juvoniles. Additional conclusions that have emerged about the out-of-state placement practices follow:

A high rate of compact utilization exists for all the DHRS service areas.

Children placed out of state by the DHRS were generally sent to live with relatives and did
not Involve tho expenditure of public funds.

Local Florida school districts had ,very little involvement in the practice of arranging

out-of-state placements In 1978.

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices In Florida In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state, placement of children..

FOOTNOTES

1. Gonor I Information about states, counties, c:tios, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
estimates bas d on the 1970 nationat census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data Book, JZL.L (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978.

Informati n about direct general state and local total per .capita expenditures and expenditures for
educat n and public welfare were also taken from data collected by tho U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they app Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C., 1979.

The 1978 estimated population by the National Center

for Juvenile Justice using two sources: tlie 1970 national census and the Nattonal Cancer institute 1975
estimatod aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2. Florida Education Statutes, Section 230.23(4)(m) and 228.051.

116

FL-18
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11. METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Georgia from a variety of sources using 3 number of
data collection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next, telephone interviews wore conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children.. A mail survey was used, as a follow-
up to the telephone Interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

An assessment of out-of-state plapment policies and the adequacy of information reported by state
agencies suggested further surVey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertakenIf it was necessary to:

verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A summary of the data collection offort In Georgia appears below In Table 11-1.
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0 TABLE 11-1, GEORGIA: METHODS OF COLLECTING UATA

Survey Methods,_ by Agency Type
Level; of Child Juvenile Mental Health and
Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agencies Interview Interview Interview Interview

Local
Agenciesa

Mailed Mailed Mailed Mailed
Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey:
DHR DOE DHR DHR
officials ,officials officials officials

Telephone Telephone Telephone Not Applicable
Survey: Survey: Survey: (State Offices)
All 159 All 188 Ail 13

local local local
child school probation
welfare districts offices
agenciesa

a. The teleOhone survey of school districts and probation offices was con
ducted by the Ohlo Manag.nent and Research Group under a subcontract to the
Academy. p.

b. It should be pointed out that the aegis of government responsible for
local child welfare services In Georgia Is subjoct to dispute even among offi
cials within the state. The d1sagreement Is linked to the shared participation
of state and county government In the funding and administration of these ser
vices. See section III, Child Welfare, for a fuller discussion of the organiza
tion of child welfare services In Georgia.

THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUTOFSTATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Georgia has the 21st largest land area (58,073 square miles) and Is the 14th most populated state
(4,931,083) in the United States. Atlanta is both the capital and most populated city In the state.
Georgia has 41 cities with populations over 10,000 and nine clties with populations over 30,000. It has
138 counties and one citycounty consolidation, ColumbusMuscogee. The estimated 1978 population of per
sons eight to 17 years.old was 912,766.

Georgia has seven Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Three of these SMSAs include a
portion of three contiguous states: Alabama, South Carolina, and Tennessee. The other contiguous states
are Florlda and North Carolina.

Georgia was ranked 43rd nationally In total state, and local per capita expenditures, 50th In per
capita expenditures for education, and 32nd In por capita expenditures for public welfare.1
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B. Child Welfare

Public assistance and social service programs are supervised by the Division of Family and Children
Services within the Department otfHuman Resources (DHR). Programs are administered In Ceorgials 159
counties by local departments of family and children services. Services include adoption, foster care,
protective services, day care, homemaker-chore services, family planning, Medicaid, and Aid to Families
with Dependent Children.

There Is disagreement among Georgia officials as to the aegis of government under which these 159
local human resources offices are operated. 'There Is, In essence, a hybrid" of state and local govern-
ment involvement in the funding and administration of services to dependent and neglected children. For
the purposes of this study, it was determined that a display of the information collected from the 159
DHR offices would offer the most thorough coverage If presented as local agency information. In this
way, the possible implications of oounty population and location in relation to the incidence of place-
ment would best be provided.

All out-of-state placements made by these ageLcies are reportedly made through the Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Children (1CPC). Georgia has been a member of the compact since 1977.

C. Education
4

Georgia's Department of Education (DOE) has the major responsibility for supervising the delivery of
educational services by the state's 188 public school districts and certain stare agencies. The Special
Program Division (SPD) within the DOE Is directly responsible for supervising special education programs
and Is involved with tho placement of children In other states.

Although the DOE in Georgia assists and funds out-of-state placements, the 188 school districts can
arrange and use local funds for placing Children out of state without reporting these placements to the
DOE. These placements will usually be In various types of special residential schools, military schools,
boarding schools, or private psychiatric hospitals. Other local agencies, such as courts, mental health
agencies, or child welfare agencies, may be involved with a school district In arranging an out-of-state
placement.

D. Juvenile Justice

The Division of Youth Services (DYS) within the Department of Human Resources Is responsible for a
number of comprehensive programs caring for delinquent youth. The agency operates 15 regional youth de-
velopment centers providing temporary secure detention for adjudicated delinquents and alleged juvenile
offenders. There are a number of Attention Homes, providing nonsecure community-based placement, day
centers, group homes, and community treatment centers. Treatment and rehabilitative services are offered
by four statewide youth development centers.

Three types of state courts hear juvenile matters In Georgia. In 100 counties, juvenile cases are
handled by the superior courts and, because of case load sizes, several of these superior courts have
designated the state court In their locale to hear most juvenile matters. In tho remaining 59 counties,
juvenile courts hear matters related td youth. Five regional offices of DYS supervise court intake, pro-
bntion, detention, planning, and aftercare through a Court Services Program servicing 146 counties. The
remaining 13 large counties have their own juvenile court services staff responsible for these functions.

Many courts, 13 county-admlnistered probation offices, and DYS regional offices reportedly arrange
out-of-state placements through the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ) and tho Interstrae Compact on
the placement of Children (ICPC). These placements are paid for by the state. However, some placements
involving the courts and the probation offices are not arranged through a compact. Usually these place-
ments involve a Purchase Service Unit within DYS that does not report out-of-state placements to the
division mainly because DYS does not require this unit to use the Interstate Compact on Juveniles. The
Purchase Service Unit helps fund and arrange out-of-state placements of status offenders, emotionally
disturbed children, and children with alcohol and drug problems. Georgia joined the ICJ and ICPC In 1972
and 1977 respectively.

GA-3



E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Mental health treatment services for adolescents and juvenile offenders and aloohol and drug abuse
programs are supervised at the state level by the Division of Mental'Health and Mental Retardation
(DMHAIR), Department of Human Resources. The DKR/MK contracts for local services with 34 private com-
munity mental health facilities and operates eight mental health hospitals and two hospitals for the men-tally retarded. Georgia Is a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health, which is used primarily
to facilitate public Institutional transfers of patients.

111. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978 4

The remainder of this profile contains the results from the survey of Georgia state and local public
agencies. Accented by tabular displays, the discussions deal specifically with local and state agencies'
out-of-state placement practices.

A. The Number' of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settln s

An overview of the total number of out-of-state placements arranged by Georgia state and local public
agencies, by agency type, is given in Table 11-2: a total of 245 children were reported placed out ofstate in 1978. It should be recognized that the DHR Division of Family and Children Services (DFCS)
could only report on the 45 adoptive placements arranged with out-of-state familles, which results In
underrepresentation of total chlid welfare placements. The majority of services to youth In Georgia areoffered by both levels of government and, therefore, placements reported by either agency level may
include cooperative efforts and a partially duplicated count. This may also occur among agency types and
will be discussed more fully in Table 11-6. The 14 placements reported to be known to tho Division of
Youth Serv1Ces were not attributed to either level of service agency and add to the possibility of the
total sum In Table 11-2 being incomplete.
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TABLE 11-2. GEORGIA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CH1LDREN_Lby Aqency_Type
Levels of Child Juvenile mentarHealth and
Government Welfare Education Justice Mental ReIardation Total

State Agency
Placementsa 15

,c
26

Local Agency
Placements 143 28 48 mKel 219

Total 143 43 48 11 245

* sdenotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde-
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and
others directly Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to
Table 11-15 for specific information regarding state agency involvenient in
arranging out-of-state placements.

b. The state child welfare agency, the Division of Famlly and Children
Services, could only report 45 adoption placements which were arranged Out of
state. -

c. The state Juvenile Justice agency reported having know!edge of 14,out-
of-state placements, but did not specify what level of government agency
inflated those placements.

All local agencies in Georgia, except for a limited !lumber of school districts, have Jurisdiction
over a complete county. Table 11-3 displays the number of out-of-state placements reported by local
agencies, their county of Jurisdiction, and the corresponding estimated 1978 population of persons eight
to 17 years old. The county whose local agencles made the largest number of out-of-state placements (33)
is Richmond Count*. Richmond is a border county which is included ,in an SMSA and contains the highly
populated city of Augusta.

Equally as inter sting is the frequent incidence of out-of-state placements reported from agencies
with Jurisdiction 1 counties with Juvenile populations below 10,000 youth. Over 59 percent of tho
reported child wolf re placements were made from these smaller counfles, as well as 18 percent of those
by education agencjes and 8 percent of the Juvenile Justice placements.

Four agenclei in counties with a large youth population (over 20,000 Juveniles) were responsible for
68 percent of the reported education placements: Chatham, Cobb, Dekalb, and Fulton (AtlantaY Counties.
Chatham and Cobb Counties, along with Bibb, Muscogeo, and Richmond Counties, were also responsible for 92-
percent of the Juvenile Justice placements.
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TABLE 11-3.- GEORGIA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER
OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS

\

0

County Name

1978
PopUlationa
(Age 8-17)

,Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978

Child Welfare Education
Juvenile
Justice

Appling
Atkinson
Bacon
Baker
Baldwln

_

--Banks
Barrow
Bartow
Ben Hill
Berrien

Bibb
Bleckley
Brantley
Brooks
Bryan

Bulloch
Burke
Butts
Calhoun
Camden

,

Candler
, Carroll
Catoosa
Charlton
Chatham

Chattahoochee
Chattooga
Cherokee
Clarke
Clay

Clayton
Clinch
Cobb
Coffee
Colgultt

Columbia
Cook
Coweta
Crawford
Crisp

la
Dade
Daw§on
Decatur
De Kalb

i

Dodge

,

2,864
1,301

1,780

825
4,781

1,159
3,439
6,950
2,426
2,273

26,091
1,815
1,521

2,905
1,658

6,018
3,853
2,298
1,353
2,634

1,223
9,311
5,961
1,499

33,355

2,268
4,031
7,369
10,061 A

633

26,195
1,458

45,616
4,811
6,789

6,107
2,583
6,909
1,471

3,946

2,138
725

4,828
82,553
3,211

0
0

0

0
0

0

0
2 est
0

0

2
0
0

0

0

0
0

2

0
0

0
0
0

0

5

0

3
*

2

0

6 est
0
9 est

1

4

3

0

1

0

2

0
0

0

13 est
0

t

1

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0
1

0
0
0

0
1

0

0
0
0
0

0
0
2
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
5

0

0

-
--
--

-
--
--
--
--
--

5 est
--
- -
N
.00

0000

- -
--
--
-
-
-
--

4 est

-
ONO--

OMNI.

*
-- w
4

--

Oar.

Oar.

...

...0

M.*

..
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TABLE 11-3* (Continued)

County Name

1978

Population*
(Age 8717)

,1=.60616
Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978

Juvenile
Child Welfare, . Education Justice,

Cooly
Dougherty
Douglas
Early
Echols

Effingham
Elbert
Emanuel
Evans
Fannin

Fayette
Floyd
Forsyth
Franklin
Fulton

Gilmer
Glascock
Glynn
Gordon
Grady

Greene
Gwinnett
Habersham
Hall

Hancock

Haralson
Harris

.Hart
Heard ,:,

Henry

Houston
Irwin
Jackson
Jasper
Jeff Davis

Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones
Lamar

Lanier
Laurens
Lee
Liberty
Lincoln

Long
Lowndes
Lumpkin
McDuffle
McIntosh

2,131
18,103
8,659
2,723

481

3,190
3,431

3,706
1,655
2,466

3,605
13,912
4,130
2,401
95,365

1,769
492

9,203
5,252
3,578

2,056
22,075
3,730
12,274
1,998

3,057
2,305
3,199
1,119
6,044

15,129
1,701
4,207
1,342
1,995

3,545
1,788

1,440

3,010
2,107

984
6,325
1,743
3,414
1,198

783
11,426
1,610
3,405
1,771

4

,

f

.

4

0
2
0

0

0
2

0
0
2 est

0
2
1

0
4

0
0
3

0
5

0
4

2
0
0

0
0

0
0
1

3
0
0
0
0

4
0
0
0

0

0
I

0
9
0

0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0

0
, 0

0
0

. 0

0
0
0,
0

11 est

0
0
0
0
0

1

0
0
0
0

0
0

0
0
0

4

9
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0

0
0

0
0
1

'

1
1.

--
0

06016

60.60

006

06011

006.

0006.

0
0060

0660

--
4 esi.

--
0600

0
--

- -

06110

0006

m

00

00.M

6660

006.

6060

6060

40006.
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TABLE 11-3. (Centinued)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN Placed During

Chile Welfare Education

Macon 3,089 0 0
Maelson 2,917 0 0
Marion 1,168 0 0
Meriwcther 4,005 0 0
Miller 1,201 1 0

MItcholl 4,315 0 0
Monroe 2,150 0 0
Montgomery 1,047 1 0
Morgan 2,209 0 0
Murray 3,194 0

,

1

.,

Muscogee 29,291 1 0
Newton 6,160 4 0
Oconee 1,624 0 0
Oglethorpe 1,569 0 0
Paulding .4,210 0 0

Peach 3,572 0 0
Pickens 1,959 0 0
Plerce 2,152 0 0
Plke 1,635 0 0
Polk 5,846 0

_
0

Pulaski ,1,421 0 0
Putnam 1,767 0 0
Quitman 358 0 0
Rabun 1,542 0 0
Randorph 1,664 1 0

Richmond 27,841 3 est 0
Rockdale 5,498 0 0
Schley 636 0 0
Screven 2,456 0, 0
Seminole 1,598 0 0

Spalding 8,269 4 est 0
Stephens 3,776 0 0
Stewart 1,275 0 0
Sumter 5,225 * 0
Talbot 1,388 0 0

Tallaferro 435 0 0
Tattnall 2,553 1 0
Taylor 1,621 0 0
Tolfalr 2,175 0 0
Terrell 2,254 0 0

Thomas 7,425 2 ost 1

Tlft 5,854 1 est . 0
Toombs 4,389 0 0
Towns 701 0 0
Treutlen 1,133 0 0

Troup 8,132 8 est 0
Turner 1,687 * 0
Twlggs 1,729 0 0
Unon 1,362 0 1:1

Upson 4,255 0 0

1978

Juvenile
Justice

'MP

1

SWIM.

.00

.00
111000

30 est

0000

00.0

moo.

lame
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TABLE 11-3. (Continued)

1978 Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978
Populationa Juvenile

County Name (Age 8+17) Child Welfare Education. Justice

Waltk
.Walk

War
Wa ten
Washington

Wayne
Webster
Wheeler
White
Whitfield

Wilcox
Wilkes

Worth

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(Total may include
duplicate count)

,

Total Number of Local
Agencies Reporting

9,651 1 0 --
5,715 3 est 0 --

6,732 2 est 0 --

1,385 0 0 --
3,420 1 0

3,754 0 0
492 0 0
828 1 0

1,421 0 0 .---

11,300 3 est 0 *

1,183 0 0
1,726 0 0 --

2,098 0 0 -- t
3,302 1 0 --

.

143 28 48

157 188 10

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice using
data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census. .

b. This includes cooperatTve placements which means that tho total .is not
necessarily unduplicated, particularly if totals across agoncy typos are
aggregated. See. Table 11-6' for information concerning the extent to which
cooperative placements ardParranged.

/ .

B. The Ou-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

Table 11-4 reflects InforOation about the participation of Georgia's local agencies In tho and
their involvement In out-of-state placement practices. In total, five local agencies did not participate
In tho survey. Nearly 31 percent of the 157 participating,child welfare agencies reported being involved
in4 out-of-state placements/ In 1978. One child welfare agency was to able to report the numbor of place-
ments it was involved Inf In comparison, only six percent of the 188 local school districts reported
out-of-state placements./ However, tho largest percentage (60 percent) of local agencies involved lq, out-
of-state placements were the participating Juvenile Justice agencies. This Is also tho service type
with the largest perceptage of agencies which did not participate In the survey.
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TABLE 11-4. GEORGIA: THE INVOLVEMFNT'CF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCiES
IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
Response
Categories

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State
Placement& 48 12

Agencies Which Did Not Know If They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not Report the Number . a
of Childron 1 0 0

Agencies Which Did Not Place Out of State 108 175 4

Agencies Which Did Not Participate In the
Survey 2 0 3

Total Local Agencies. 159 188 13

Those agencies whlc Id not arrange any out-of-state placements in 1978 ware asked do report 'their
reasons for not becoming ived In this practice. Table 41-5 shows the most common reason given by
all reporting local agencies-Rtal.that_suf services were available In Georgia and, therefore, no
need to place out-of-state aroso in T978 response to the "Other!' catogory specified this latter fact).
It is interestiA to note that a few school districts reported that they lacked statctory authority to
place out-of-state or were restricted In Acme other Winner.
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TABLE 11 -5. GEORGIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasonsforjlot Placing
Children-Out of Stitea

IumbiFM Loar-AdENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)*
child

Welfare Education
Juvenile
Justice

Lacked Statutory. Authority --D 3 0

II:

strict;db 0 1 0

L ).ked Funds 2 4 0

. Sufficient Services Available
in State . 59 ., 164 3

Othere 81 69 a 3

Number of Agencies Reporting No
Out-of-State Placements 108 176 4

Total Number of Agencies
Represented In'Survey 157 188 10

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
'.,state 'placements.

b. Generally Included restrictions based on agency policy, executive order,
compliance with certain federal and State guidelines, and specific court orders.

c. Generally Cncluded such reasons asout-of-state placements were against
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too. much red tape,
and were prohibitive to family visitations because of distance.

Georgials local agencies 000perate quite regularly In the arrangement of out-of-state placements,
according to the information displayed in Table 14-6. This cooperative effort Is particularly prevalent
among local child welfare agencies, where 77 percent of the placing agencies reported Interagency
cooperation lor 76 percent of the placements that were made. Two-thirds of the local school astricts
Which placed childrn °mi. of state reported cooperating with other agencies In making 716 percent of their
placements end one-half of the placing court services units cooperated In arranging438 percent of their
0qt-of-state placomeets.

Further examination of the interagency cooperation reported hy local agencies finds that typically
state'agencies Iwo selected to assist with arranging out-of-state placements. Among local child welfare
and Juvenile Justice agencies, they cooperated with DCFS and DYS. for purposes of interstate oompaCt
coepliance. School districts generally reported working with the SDE to arrange out-of-state placements;
however, few districts cooperated with courts and the DMN/MR. Consequently, these findings suggest vertical
linkages for interagency cooperation and that thoie out-of-state placements reported by Georgilt local
agencies do not imply a significant level of dupllcative,.counting. '
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TABLE 11-6. GEORGIA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number ;Ind Percentagej b A enc T e
a are uca on uven e us Ce

1irrner1517- Number Percent Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-
of-State Placements° 48 31 12 6 6 60

AGENCIES Reporting Out-
of-State Placements with
Intermiscy.CooperafThr 37 77 8 67 3 50

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Cut of State 143 100 28 100 48 100

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out of State
with Interagency
rag4ratIon 109 76 13 46 18 38

a. See Table 11-4.

Comparable information was collected from local Georgia agencies concerning the types of children who
were placed out of state. Table 11-7 .eports the conditions and statuses ascribed to the children who
were placed outside of Georgia in 1978. It can be seen that local child welfare agencies were primarily
involved in the placement of battered, abandoned, or neglected children In 1978. Almost 53 percent of
the responses by these agencies described children placed out of state as battered, abandoned, or
neglected. Another 21 percent of these agencies' responses were "Other" conditions which were specified
as "courtesy placements." Adopted children were mentioned next most frequently, and the remaining
responses included unruly/d1.:ruptive, mentally 111/emotionally disturbed, pregnancy, mentally retarded or
developmentally disabled, truant, and Juvenile delinquent youth.

Local education agencies generally reported placing children with special education needs, multiple
handicaps, and mental illness or emotional disturbance. Physically handicapped, mentally retarded or
developmentally disabled, and unruly/dIsruptive chiLdren were also mentioned as conditions descr;ptive of
the children placed out of stv,:. by school districts.

Juvenile Justice agencies also reflect a range in the types of children they reported to have placed
out of sl.te. Five of the 19 responses described the children as unruly/dIsruptiJe. Only three local"
Juvenile justice responsos indicated placing delinquent youth in out-of-state residential care. Other
conditions reported as descriptive of children placed out of state by these agencies reflect a wide
varlety of handicapping characteristics, including mental retardation or developmental disabilities,
mental illness/emotional disturbanae, pregnancy, drug/alcohol problems, and special education needs.

TABLE 11-7. GEORGIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED 8Y LOCAL AGENCIES

Types of Condltlessa

Numbsr of AGENCIES Reporting
Child

Welfare Education
Juvenile
Justice

Physically Handicapped

Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled

Unruly/Disruptive

0

1

4

4

3

3

1

5
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TABLE 11-7. (Continued)

Types,of Condltronsa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Juvenile

Welfare Education Justice

Truant

Juvenile Delinquent

Mentally III/Emotionally Disturbed

Pregnant

Drug/Alcohol Problems

Battered, Abandoned,or Neglected

Adopted

Special Educatlen Needs

Multiple Nandl+ps
1

Otherb

1

Number of Agencies Reporting
1

/

/

,

i

1

1

3

2

0

36

6

0

0

14

49c

0

1

6

0

0

0

0

8

7

0

12 I

/1
3

2

1

1

3

0

2

0

0

6

Ia. Some agrcies reported more Ian one type of condition:

b. This category included "court sy placements."

c. The one agency that could not report the number oi out-of-state
placements it arranged responded to t is question.

C. Detailed Data frOn Phase II Agencies

1 /

If more than four out-of-state placements were repo ied by a local agency, additional Information wasregueited. The agencies from which tho second phase of data was requested became known as Phaso 11
agenprofIldee. Tho responses to the additional questions re reviewed in this section of Georgia's state

la. Wherever referenceS are made to Phaso II age cies, they are Intended to reflect those local

l

agencirs which reported arragging five o? more out-of-state placements in 1978.

children placed out of state, e' and agencies and placement In Phase II is Illustrated In Figure 11-1..l

The relationship between \the number of local Georg! agencies surveyed and the total number of

Consideration of the informatlip portrayed about Georgia's iccal child welfare agencies reveals that onlyseven (15 percent) of the 481 agencies which arranged out-of-state placements in 1978 were Phase 11agencies. Similarly, these local Phase 11 agencies reporteci placing 38 percent of the 143 children sent
out of Georgia In 1978 by chil4 welfare agenices.

Nearly 17 percent, or two School districts, of the 12 e ucation agencies reporting 1978 placementswore Phase II agencies. Thisrelatively small number of to 31 agencies placed 15 of- the 28 children
reported, equaling 54 percent Of all the education placement . In contrast to beth child welfare and
education agencies, 33 percent Of the local Juvenile Justice a encles4which reported making out-of-,state
placements were Phase 11 agench.s. These Phaso II agencies pl ced alMost 73 percent of the 48 childrenreported to be sant out of Georgia In 1978 by Juvenile Jus ice agencies. Therefore, tha detailed
information to bo reported on the practices of the Juvenile Justice phase II agencies can be viewed as
descriptive of the vast maJorItyof t Is agency type's out-of-stite placements.
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FIGURE 11-1. GEORGIA: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED, AND
AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE II, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child
Welfare Education Juvenile Justice

Number of AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES
Reporting Out-of-State
Placements In 1978

Number of AGENCIES
Reporting Five or More
Placements In 1978
(Phase II Agencies)

1 157

I48

f

10

V

6

2

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State In 1978

Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase 11 Agencles

Percentage of Reported
Placements In Phase li

1143 28 148 1

1-1-1
173 I

Figure 11-2 Illustrates the location, by °aunty, of the Georgia local Phase II agencies. Sevpn of
the ten counties shown are located within SMSAst Bibb, Chatham, Clayton, Cobb, De Kalb, Fulton, and
Richmond Counties. he Atlanta SMSA, in particular, includes four counties which are served by Phase 11
child welfare or educatlon agencies: Clayton, Cobb, De Kalb, and Fulton (Atlanta) counties.
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FIGURE 11-2. GEORGIA: COUNTY LOCATICN OF LCCAL PHASE II AGENCIES

County

A. Bibb
B. Chatham
C. Clayton
D. Cobb

E. DeKalb
F. Fulton
G. Grady
H. Liberty
I. Richmond
J. Troup

b

KEY

III Child Welfare Phase II

Agency Jurisdiction

V Education Phase II Agency
Jurisdiction

Juvenile Justice Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction
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The seven local child welfare agcncies, two school districts and two Juvenile Justice agencies which
are Phase II agencies were asked to report the destinations of these placements. This information Is
displayed In Table 11-8. Not all destinations were available, with 14 placements arranged by child
welfare agencies comprising the greatest portion of the unavailable information.

Local Phase II child welfare agencies reported placing children In 13 states, four of which are
contiguous states. About 59 percent of the children reported on by these agencies were sent to
placements In conttguous states: Alabama, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida (see Figure 11-3).
More distant placements were made to California, Illinois, lea, Missouri, New York, and Texas.

Florida was the predominant receiving state for Georgia's local education placements. Pennsylvania,
Texas, and Wisconsin also received a child placed by local school districts. Local Juvenile Justice
agencies reported sending almost one-half of their placements to South Carolina. Florida was also a
receiver of Juvenile Justice placements. In addition, one child was reported to be placed In Hawaii by r
Juvenile Justice agency.

It Is important to note that of the 88 children for whom placement destinations were reported, 72
percent were placed into states on Georgia's borders, as displayed In Figure 11-3.

TABLE 11-8. GEORGIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

.DestInations of Number of CHILDREN Placed
Children Placed Child Juvenile
Out of State Welfare Education Justice

Alabama 6 2
California 3

Florida 12 11 7

Hawaii
Illinois 1

Iowa 2
Kentucky 1

Maryland 2
Mississippi 1 1

Missouri 3 1

New York 1 2
North Carolina 2 2
Pennsylvania 1

South Carolina 4 15

Tennessee 2

Texas 3 1

Wisconsin 1

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by
Phase II Agencies 14 1 2

Total Number of -

Phase II Agencies 7 2 2

Total Number of Children
Placed by Phase II Agencies. 55 15 35
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F1GLRE 11-3. GECRG1A: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED PLACED
IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO GECRG1A BY LOCAL PHASE 11
AGENCIES,

a. Local Phase 11 child welfare agencies reported destinations for 41 children. Local Phase 11 edu-
cation agencies reported destinations for 14 children. Loaal Phase 11 Juvenile Justice agencies reported
destinations for 33 children.

Local Georgia Phase 11 agencies were asked the reasons they had for placina children outside of
Georgia. As seen In Table 11-9, a variety of reasons were mentioned. The seven responding child welfare
agencies most often mentioned that such placements occurred In order to have the child live with a
relative. Both responding Juvenile Justice agencies gave this response as well. However, the child
welfare agencies also reported a number of other roasons, including that the out-of-state placements were
alternatives to public institutionalization, previous success had been experienced with the receiving
facility, Georgia lacked oomparable services, and the children failed to adapt to in-state facilities.
it is interesting to note that one agency indicated that the selected placement was closer to the child's
home than an appropriate in-state program.

Two education agencies selected a number.of reasons for placing out of state, most 0 which indicated
a lack of comparable services in Georgia.
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TABLE 11-9. GEORGIA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT Of
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE II

AGENCIES

Reasons for
Placementa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Juvenile
Welfare Education Justice

Receiving Facility Closer to Childls
ilome, Despite Being Across State Lines 1 b 0

Previous Success with Receiving Facility 2 1 I

Sending State-Lacked Comparable Services 2 I 0

Standard Procedure to Place Certain
Children Out of State 0 0 0

Children Failed to Adapt to In-State
Facilities 2 1 0

Alternative to In-State Public
Institutionalization 3 1 0

To Live with RelatLves (Non-Parental) 6 0 2

Other 3 I I

Number of Phase 11 Agencies Reporting 7 2 2

p. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement.

In light of the Information givem. In the previous table, the responses of Phase 11 agencies to a
question on the type of out-of-state placement setting most frequently used becomes very interesting.
Table 11-10 strongly parallels the response In Table 11-9. Relatives" homes were most frequently
reported by the local Phase 11 child welfare agenciGs and Juvenile Juitice agencies. The two local
school districts both stated that a residential treatment setting or child care facility was most often
used by them.
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TABLE 11-10. GEORGIA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENT(AL
SETTINGS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES
IN 1978

Categories of Residential
Settings

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Juvenile
Welfare Education Justice

Residential Treatment/
Child Care Facility 0 2 0

Psychiatric Hospital 0 0 0

Boarding/Military School 0 0 0

Foster Home 0 0 0

Group Home 1 0 0

Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 6 0 2

Adoptive Home 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0

Number of Phase II
Agencies Reporting 7 2 2

Monitoring practices for out-of-state placements was another issue addressed to the local Phase II
agencies. Table 11-11 shows that the majority of the local child welface agencies, school districts, and
juvenile justice agencies request written progress reports on a quarterly basis. In addition, the local
school districts conducted on-site visits annually, although they were not requiroci to by law or an
administrative policy. It is of interest to note that child welfare agencies also commonly used phone
calls as a monitoring practice, and two agencies reported that they conducted quarterly or annual on-site
visits.

TABLE 11 -11. GEORGIA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE II
AGENCIES IN 1978

Methods of
Monitoring

Frequency of
Practice

Number of AGENCIESa
Chad
Welfare .Education

Juvenile
Justice

Written Quarterly 5 2 1

Progress Semiannually 0 0 0
Reports Annually 0 0 0

Othera 2 0 0

On-Slte Quarterly 1 0 0
Vislts Semiannually 0 0 0

Annually 1 2 0
Othera 0 0 1

Telephone Quarterly 0 1 0
Calls Semiannually 0 0 0

Annually 0 0 0
Othera .4 0 0
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TABLE 11-11. (Continued)

Methods of Frequency of
Monitoring Practice

Number of AGENCIEsa
Child,
Welfare Education

7iverfr.e
Justice

Other Quarterly 0 0 0
Semiannually 0 0 0
Annually 0 0 0
Otherb 2 0 0

Total Number of
Phase 11 Agencies
Reporting 7 2 2

a. Soo, agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. Includes monitoring practices which did not occur at regular infervals.

The Georgia local Phase II agencies were also asked to report their total expenditures for the
placements arranged In 1978. Only three child welfare agencies were able to respond to this question and
they reported $17,480, In total, having been spent. The two school, districts which placed moro than four
children reported expenditures totaling $110,009. The Juvenile Justice agelpies were not able to respond
to the information request:

D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State ahd Local'Agencies

Statewide findings about Ihe utilization of interstate compacts by thcso local agencies which
arrangod out-of-state placements In 1978 are given In Table 11-12. The information included In Table
11-12 allows for an examination of possible differences In compact utilization among agencies which
arranged less than flve out-of-state placements and those which reported greater numbers of such place-
ments, by type of agency. In addition, tho table indicates the specific type of compact which was used
by those agencies which placed more than four children, out of state.

Review of Table II-12 also reveals that, as a group, local child welfare agencies In Georgia utilized
compacts for arranging out-of-State pladements to a greater extent than any other tfpo of agency. Only
seven of the 48 local child welfare agencies which placed children In other states did not use a oompact
In 1978. Alt of those seven agencies arranged four or less placements. In contrast, 11 of the 12 school
districts which arranged out-of-state placements did not uso a compact. Moreover, one-half of the local
Juvenile Justice agencies reported arranging all out-of-state placements without tho use of an interstate
compact.
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TABLE 11-12. GEORGIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Local Agencies
Which Placed
Children Out of State

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES
PLACING FOUR OR LESS
CHILDREN

Number Using Compacts

Numbor Not Using Compacts

Number wisth Compact Use
Unknown

NMER OF PHASE II AGENCIES
PLACING CHILDREN

Number Using Compacts

Interstate Compact oe the
Placement of Children

Yes
No
Don't Know

Interstate Compact
on Juveniles

Yes
No
Don't Know

Interstate Compact
on Mental Health

Yes
No
Don't Know

Numbor Not Using Compacts

Number with Compact Uso
Unknown

TOTALS

Number of AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES Using
Compacts

Number of AGENCIES Not
Using Compacts

Number of AGENCIES with
Compact Uso Unknown

A moro complete understanding of the

Number of AGENCIES
Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

41

33

10

i

4

2

7 9 2

1 0 0

7 2 2

7 1

6 0 0
1 2 2
0 0 0

1 0 1

6 2 1

0 0 0

0 0 0
7 2 2

0 0 0

0 2 1

0 0 0

48 12 6

40 1 3

7 11 3

1 0 0

utilization of interstate compacts by local agenlcos is

established through a consideration of Table 11-13. Table 11-13 displays statewide findings related to
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the number of children who were or were not placed out 'ef state through an interstate compact. Overall,
78'children were placed in out-of-state residential care without the use of a compact. As might be
anticipated from the previous discussion the majority ef those children were placed out of state by
local, school districts and juvenile ju4ice agencies. Table 11-13 also shows that among agencies
arranging more than four out-of-state placements, 44 children were placed out of state through the ICPC
and 11 children were placed through the ICJ.

TABLE 11-13. GEORGIA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Children Placed
Out of State

Number of CHILDREN
Child
Welfare Education

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCLE&
117101171b FOUR OR LESS '

PLACEMENTS
'4

Number Placed with

58 13

Compact Use 33

Number Placed without
Compact Use 12

Number Placed with
Compact Use Unknowna 44 0

CHILDREN PLACED BY
FHAbk II AGENC;ES 55 15

Number Placed with
Compact Use 50 0

Number through
Interstate Compact on the
Placement ofChildren 44 0

Numbor through
interstate Compact on
Juveniles 6

Number throujh
Interstate Compact on
Mental Health 0 0

Number Placed without
Compact Use 5 15

Numbor Placed with
Compact Use Unknown

Juvenile
JustiCe

35

5

0

30
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TABLE 11-13. (Continued)

Children Placed
Opt of State

Number of CHILDREN
Child
Welfare

Juvenile
Education Justice

TOTALS

\

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out\of State

Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use

Number of CHILDREN Placed
witholt Compact Uso

Number;of CHILDREN Placed
with CAmpact Use Unknown

143 28
t,

48

83 1 . 7

16 27041 35

44 0 4 6

a. Agencieshhich placed fdur or less children out of state were not asked
to report the aictual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-
of-stateplacements. Therefore, if a compact yas used, only one placement Is
indicated as a compact-arranged placement and°the others arc Included In the
category /timber placed with compact use unknown.fl

' A graphic summarization of
11-5, and 11-6. Each flguro
compact arranged, and those for
uvenile Justice agencies.

the findings about compere utilization Is Illustrated In Flgures 11-4,
illustrates tho proportion of placements which were noncompact arranged,
which compact use was undetermined by local child welfare, education, and
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FIGURE 11-4. GEORGIA.: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS

BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 11-5. GEORGIA: UTILIZATION OF INtERSTATE COMPACTS,
BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978'
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FIGURE 11-6. GEOP.:0A: UTILIZATION OF INTER8TATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978
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Tabis II-14 provides a 1.1mmarY of compact utilization by state and local agencies as reported by
state agencies. The lack of complete compact information from child welfare and Juvenile Justice
agencies at either the state or local level Is evident In thls table. The state education agency
reported that ihree placements were compact processed while the state mental health and mental
retardation agency reported no compact use In 1978.

TABLE 11-14. GEORGIA: UTILIZATION OP INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY SIATE AGENG1ES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile Mental Health'and
Welfare Education Jusflce Mental Retardation

Total Number
of State and

'.ocal Agency-
Arranged
Placements

Total Number
of Compact-
Arranged
Place,nents

Reported by
State Agencies

Percentage of
Compact-
Arranged
Placements

43

3

7

14

1 1

0

0

* denotes Not Available.

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

More detailed information relating TO Seorgia state InvolvemAt In the out-of-state placement
of children Is displayed In Table 11-15. The ability of th o agencies to report about their own as well
as local agency practices varles. Tle OHR's Division of Family and Children Services (DFCS) only
reported that there were 45 out-of-stats adoptions and no caurt-oidered pdtceoents involving tUe agency.
in comparison the state Department of EducatIon, the Division of Youth Services, and the Drvision of
Mental Health and Mental Retardation were able to provide complete Ilformation ad their invoivement In
arranging out-of-stato placements. There Is a discrepancy, however, be$:een tho number; of placements
reported by the DOE to have been mado by local school districts with STaig fundinj aild what was
determlned In the local survey. Tne DOE attributed twic , as many out-of-stato placements to school
disrilcts than tho total numbor actualgy reportod by tho agencies themselves. Thls may be e'olained by
the fact that the DOE reported placemeots it continued to pay for In 1978, although thoy were arranged In
a previous year.. It should also be Doted that DYS reported no knowleoge of Idcal J.vonlle Justice agency
placments. However, the survey of the 13 county-admi"Istered Juvenile probation agen1ces found that a
total of 48 out-of-4ate placements were arranged for children In 1978.
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TABLE 11-15. GEORGIA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Types of
Involvement

Number of CHILDREN
Re orted Placed during 1978 b State A encies

uven e n a Hea an
.Education JusticeWelfare Mental Retardation

State Arranged
and Funded

Locally Arranged
but State
Funded

Court Ordered,
but State
Arranged and
Funded

Subtotal:
Placements
involving

Sfate Funding

't

Locally Arranged
and Funded, and
Reported to
State

15 0

60

0

75

0

0

0 0

11

State Helped
Arrenge, but
Not Required by
Law or Did Not
Fund the,
Placement 0 3 0

Other 0 11 0

Total Number of
Children Placed
Out of Slate
with State
AssIstancd br
Knowledgea *b

75 14 11

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officials In the par-
-ticutar mite:agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which
did not directly Involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply
indicate 'knowledge of certain out-of itdto placements through case conferences
or through various forms of informal reporting.

b. The stite child welfare agency, the DHSIs Division of Family and
Children services, cou!d only report 45 adoption placements which were arranged
out of state.
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Although DFCS could only report adoption placements) the destinations of these placements were knownby tha state officials. These destinations, along with DMH/MR placements' destinations, are recorded InTable 11-16. The Department of Educatiorrand DYS were not able to provide the requested information on
the destinations of the children placed out of state in 1978.

Over one-fourth of tho children sent by DFCS for adoption out of state were sent to families in Utah.
Minnesota and neighboring Tennessee received the next largest number of adoption placements, five each,
from the Georgia state agency. Arizona, Pennsylvania, and Texas each received three children foradoption placements. Twelve other states In the country received one cc two Georgia children- into
adoptrve homes.

The border state of 'Florida received more than one-half of the DMH/MR-arranged placements.
Neighboring Tennessee received three children from this agency. A much longer distance was traveled by
the two children placed in Oregon.

TABLE 11-16. GEORGIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations
of Children
Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Welfare Education
uven e Men a
Justice Mental

ea 11 an

Retardation

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona 3
Florida 0 6
Indiana 2

Kansas 1

Michigan 1

Minnesota 5
Missouri 1

Nebraska 1

New York 2
North Carolina 1

Ohio 1

Oregon 1 2
Pennsylvania 3 0

Tennessee 5 3
Texas 3 0
Utah 12 0
Washington 1 0

Placements for
Which Destinations
Could Not be
Reported by
State Agencies All All 0

Total Number of
Placements 'f}5a 75 14 11

a. This figure represents adoptive placements only.
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Table 11-17 provides information on the types of conditions of children placed out of state with the
knowledge or involvement of Georgia state agencies. Because of the partial information provided by DFCS,
only adopted children were mentioned by that agency. The DOE reported placing physically and emotionally
handicapped children and the DMH/MR only reported makifig out-of-state placements for emotionally
disturbed children. The state juvenile justice agency, unlike its local counterparts, only reported
placing children which are described within the traditional service arena for this agency type: juvenile
dglinquents, unruly/disruptive, and truant youth.

TABLE 11-17. 'GEORGIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Types of
Conditions

Agency Typea
Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile-
Justice

mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Physically
Handicapped 0

Mentally
Handicapped 0

Developmentally
Disabled

Unruly/
Disruptive 0 0 X 0

Truants 0 0 X 0

Juvenile
Delinquents 0 0 X 0

Emotionally
Disturbed 0 X 0 X

Pregnant 0 0 0 0

Drug/
Alcohol Problems 0 0 0 0

Battered,
Abandoned, or
Neglected 0

Adopted
Children X

Foster
Children 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 0

a. X indicates conditions reported.

A final question was asked of the state agencies about the public expenditures used for out-of-state
placements In 1978. Table 11-18 displays this information by agency type, and indicates that only the
Department of Education and DMH/MR were able to report their total expenditures for such placements. The
DOC reported that $304,000 was expended 'for out-of-state placements in 1978. In contrast, tho DMR/MH
expended $425,000 for tho 11 children tho agoncy placed out of state in 1978.
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TABLE 11-18. GEORGIA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES

Levels of
Government

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Welfare Education -

uven
Justice

e en a Hea an

Mental Retardation

Stata *
. $204,000 * $425,000 est

Federal * 0 * 0

Local *
,

$100,000 *
0

Other *
0 * 0

Total Reported
Egpendltures * $304,000 * $425,000

* denotes Not Available.

F. State Agencigsl Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

Serviges for children are operated by both state and local government in Georgia, and Table 11-19
reflects the state agencies' overall knowledge of out-of-state activity within the state. Tho large
amount of unavailable informatioff In this table reflects a number of reporting problems. Because the
state child welfare agency was only able to specifically report upon 45 out-of-state adoptive placements
made in 1978, the extent'of state agendy knowledge about local agencies' complete placement activity is
unknown. Similarly, the state Juvenile Justice agency did not distinguish among levels of government In
reporting 14 children placed out of state (see Table 11-15i and, therefore, it could nvt be determined
how many of The 48 locally reported placements wore known to the state agency.

In sharp contrast, tho state education agency reportod that local school districts were involved In
far more out-of-state placements than tho local survey identified to have occurred In 1978. Thls may be
due to the state reporting placements it continued to provide funds for In that year, although the
children had boon placed out of Georgia prior to 1978. Tho Georgia state agency responsible for mental
health and mental retardation reported fully, on its own out-of-state placement activity.

GA-31

8

9



TABLE 11-19. GEORGIA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF OUT -OF -
STATE PLACEMENTS

-Child --Juvenile- Mental-Health-and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number
of State and
Local Agency
Placements

Total 'Number
of Placements
Known to
State Agencies

*a

*C

43
*b

11

75 14 11

Percentage of
Placements
Known to
State Agencies 100d 100

;-1

* denotes Not Available.

a. Complete out-of-state placement information was only available from local
child welfare agencies which, In total, reported making 143 placements In 1978.

b. The local Juvenile Justice agencies reported being involved In the place-
ment of 48 children In 1978, but tha state agency did not distinguish the level
of government involved In its reported placements.

c. The state child welfare agency could only report 45 adoption placements
which were arranged out of state.

d. The state education agency attributed more out-of=state placements to
10.<41 Georgia school districts than were identified In the local survey.

Because state agencies are responsible for interstate compact administration, Figure 11-7 becomes an
important illustration of state agencies' knowledge of out-of-state pledement activity In Georgia as well
as their knowledge of interstate compact use. Again, the missing information from the state child
weifareand Juvenile Justice agencies hinders a full review of those issues. The state Juvenile Justice
agency dld report that all the put-of-state placements it had knowledge of were processed through a
compact, while this information was not available from the child welfare agency.

The discrepancy In out-of-state placement incidence reported by the state education agency and the
local school districts Is clearly illustrated In this figure. What Is not as apparent is the difference
of the three state-reportgd placements which were arranged with compact use and the local report of no
more than one child who may have been placed with tile use Of an interstate agreement (see Table 11-13).
Finally, no children were reported to be Olaced out of Georgia In 1978 by the state mental health and
mental retardation agency with tho uie of a compact.
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FIGURE II-7. GEORGIA; THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Child Welfare Education Justice

denotes NO Available.

1111 State and Local Placements

1111 State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

Mental Retardation

State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

a. 'The state child welfare agency. could not report the number of out-of-
state placements involving fhe State agency.

b. The number of placements involving only the state Juvenile Justice
agency was not available.

C. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placPments to local
Georgia school districts than were identified in the local survey.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

4

Upon review of the survey findings from Georgia state.and local public agencies, several conclusions
can be drawn about The state's out-of-state placement prailtices. A primary finding Is that DFCS. did not
report comprehensive information about 'involvement. the practice. Only out-of-state adoptions were
reported, which excludeS a variety of other types of 'placements which DFCS may have bRen involved with.
However, local government is also involved in child welfare services and many of these locally reported
placements could have included state agency Involvement. Further conclusions arising from the survey
results follow.

Georgia's locil Phase 11 agencies copend strongly on facilities or residential settings
located in contiguous states. Further, Florida, at Gecrgials southern border, received over
one-third of all the children for whom destination was reported.

1

A high dogree of cooperation with state agencies In the arrangement of out-of-state placements
occurs among local public agencies In Georgia.

GA-33

9 -L



Out=of=state placements made by Georgia's local agencies are not totally an urban phenomenon.
Forty-three percent of these locally arranged placements were made by agencies with county
Juvenile populations under 10,000.

o DYS reported a lack of knowledge about out-of-state placeMents arranged by local Juvenile
Justice agencies. However, the survey of the 13 county-administered Juvenile probatipn
agencies determined that 48 children wore placed out of state by 1c3a1 Juvenile Justice
agencies in 1978. Interestingly, five of those children were reportedly placed through the
ICJ which is administered by the DYS.

The DOE also reported Inaccurate informiation concerning the number of out-of-state placements
arranged by school districts. This discrepancy may be !Inked to the DOE reporting about same
placements arranged prior to 1978.

Thirty-two percent of the local agencies which arranged out-of-state placements in 1978 did
notuse-a-compact to place any children.

The reader is encouraged to compare national trends.described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to.specifIc practides in Georgia in order to develop further conclusions about the state's
'Involvement with the out-of-state.placement of children.

FOOTNOTES

1. Genoral Information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 populat:on
estimates based on the 1970 national census contatned in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and Clt.s
Data ELook 1977 (A Statistical 'Abstract SUpplement), Washington, D.C., 1978,

fiff-67-irglon about direct geTaFT-Ttate and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the MO national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate cersus, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACT10E IN KENTUCKY
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of Community Health Services, Bureau for Health Services, Department for Human Resources; and Bob
Deburger, Division for Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services, Bureau for Health Services,
Department for Human Resources.

I I METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Kentucky from a yarlety of sources using a number of
data collection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency-policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a
follow+up to the telephone interview, to solicit Information specific to the out-of-state placement
practices of state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or
supervlsory oversight.

An atsessment of out-of-st placement policies and the adequacy of Information reported by state
agencles suggested furthor survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to thls assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If it was necessary to:

e verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local nencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A departure was taken from the study's standard methodological procedures and guidellnes regarding
sampliny In the survey 'In the 181 Kentucky school districts. Initially, eighteen- local education
agencies, or ten percent of the total, were contacted by telephone to verlfy the Kentucky Department of
Education (DOE) Information that school districts cannot and do nat place children independently from thm
DCE. This was not yprified by the ten percent sample. In section III of thls profile, the placement'
policy of the DCE end Its authorizing legislation are clted, pointing to a restriction on local school
districts to obtaln approval from DOE for an out-of-state placement and state funding of deaf-blind
children. All other types of children In need of placement out of state would have to be funded with
local revenue. It thould te noted that such funds are limited, with Kentucky ranking 45th trothe nation
in per capita expendltures for edu&stion.

After contacting school districts serving 47 percent of the state's Juvenlle population (see Table
18-3), a variety of rural and urban counties, several border counties, and the largeat cities In the
state, It was determlned that a relatively small number of children (five) other than deaf-blind youth
had teen placed out of state by the local education agencles, apparently without DOE knowledge.
Therefore, not all school districts were contacted because a judgment was reached that the statewide
Incidence of such placements arranged by local education agencies would be Insignlfi t, The following
tables will therefore present the information.gathered from th.5e education agencies reflective of all
scnool districts In Kentucky.

Staff In the Department for Human Resources, Bureau for Soclal Services, were unable to fillocate the
time needed to accurately complete the malled questionnaire and invited the Academy to conduct a manual
tabulation of the necessary Information from state records. Tho Academy accepted the invitation and
systematically recorded all information needed about the out-of-state placement practices of this state
agency responsible for child welfare and juven1 le Justice In Kentucky. A summary of tho data collection
effort In Kentucky appears below In Table 18-1.
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TABLE 18 -I. KENTUCKY: 'METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Lavels of Cnsia
Government Welfare

Survey Methods, by Agency Type
Juvenile mental Health and
Justice Mental RetardationEducation

State Telephone
Agencies Interview

Mailed Survey:
DHR officials

manual tabula-
tion from state
records

Local Telephone
Agenclesa lurvey:

Ali 3 locally
operated
child welfare
offices

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DOE officials

Telephone
Survey: 47
percent sample
of the 181
school
districts to
verify state
informatlenb

Telephone
interview

Nailed Survey:
DHR officials
site-vislt-and
hand count of
state records

Telephone
Survey:
All 19 locally
operated
Juvenile
probation
departments

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DHR officials

Not Applicable
(State Offices)

N'

a. The telephone survey was conduCted by the Kentucky Youth Advocates/
Inc., of Louisville under a subcontract to the Academy.

b. Information attributed in this profile to the state's school districts
was gathered from the state education agency and the 47 percent sample.

III. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE
ylitUtAhNI FULIUT IN iwp

A. Introductory Remarks

Kentucky has the 37th largest land area (39,650 square miles) and Is the 23rd most populated state
(3,387,860) In the United States. It has 28 cities with populations over 10,000 and eight cities with
populations 25,000. Louisville Is the most populated city In the state,, with an estimated
population of 335,000. Frankfort, the capital, Is the ninth most populated city In tho state. It has
'19 counties and ono city-county consolidation, Lexington-Fayette. Tho estimated 1980 population of
persons eight to 17 years old was 605,819.

Kentucky has seven Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Five of the SMSAs include a
portion of four contiguous states: indlana, Ohio, Tennessee, and West VIrginla. Other contiguous status
are Illinois, Missouri, and Virginia.

Kentucky was ranked 42nd, nationally, In total state and local per capita expenditures, 45th In per
capita expenditures for.education and 20th In per capita expenditures for public welfare.1

B. Child Welfare

In all but three counties, Fayette, Jefferson, and Daviess, the responsibility fOr child welfare Is
entirely within state government. The Department for Human Resources (OHM Bureau for Social Services



(BSS), operates various statewide programs In addliion to administering its 120-branch offices. This
agency administers the Interstate Compact co Juveniles (ICJ) and the interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children (1CPC). OHR personnel reported that it Is possible for both the state and county-operated
child welfare agencies to arrange an out-of-state placement. It Is especially, likely that the agencies
under county auspices do not utilize an interstate compact to facilitate such placements. It was
reported that such placements may involve the assistance of another local agency such as courts, school
districts, cc probation agencies. Kentucky has been a member of the ICJ and the ICPC since 1960 and 196o,
respectively.

1

C. Education

Kentucky's Department of Education (D)E) has the major responsibility for its educational system.
Within DOE Is t/le Bureau of Education for Exceptional Children, which Is diroctly involved with the
placement of exceptional children In other states. It was reported by Itta Department of Education that
schoot, districts would not place children ,010 of state without authorizat1on and funding assistance from
the Bureau of Education for Exceptional Children. A Rentucky revised statute specifically provides this
authority to the Department of Education; however, it references only fldeaf-blind chlidrenft.2 School
districts could arrange an out-of-state placement wIthoLit state authorization and knowlogo under certain
circumstances such as:

tt child has special education needs that are unrelated-to deafnoss/blindness and an out-of-
te educational program may be, selected Ind considered not subject to the statute referenced

above;

the child is placed out of stato and not autiloi-Tzed'or reported to the State because state
funds aro not expended for the placement.

D. Juvenile Justice

Juvenile jurisdiction In Kentucky Is the responsibility of the 56 district courts. These districts
may Include moro than one county and, In the larger counties, a district may be divided into several
divisions, each hearing cases from geographically separate portions of the county. There are 19 counties
with locally -funded and operated-court services. The remaining counties utilize the-Department for Human
Resources to provide these services which are typically made available to the court by local offices of
the OHR's Bureau for Social Services.

It Is reported that placements arranged by most courts, especially out-of-state placements, are
arranged with the assistance of local social service offices by tr-msferring custody. It Is further
likely that these types of arrangements are facilitated by an interstate Compact.

F. Monte Health and Marital Retardation

Tho Division for Monte! Health and Mental Retardation Services (MHMRS) within the Depaytment for
Human Resources Is responsible for state-levol mental health and mental retardation services In Kentucky.
These services are administered through four regions and 15 dIStrict offices throughout the state. The
MHMRS providos supporting funds, technical assistance, and organizational effort for 23 comprehensive
centers with 90 hranch centers throughout tho state which are governed by regional mental hoalth-mental

,retardation boares. Out-of-state placements are reportodly made pursuant to the provisions of the
interstate Compact on Mental Health (1CMH). Kentucky has been a membor of the compact since 1958.
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IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE
PLAUMNI PKAUlIttb IN I9/13

This section of the Kentucky state profile presents the study's survey results, organized In summary
tables, and offers some descriptive and interpretive remarks about the findings.

. The Number of Chl/dren Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settin s

Before proceeding to the more detailed survey findings, an overview of out-of-state placement
activity among the agencies contacted at the state and local levels Is provided In Table 18-2. This
information has been included at the beginning of this section to,give some perspective about how many
out-of-state placements are being described b, subsequent tables and whet agencies tend to be responsible
for them.

Table 18-2 indicates thal, for the most part, out-of-state placement activity occurs at the state
level within the Department f r Human Resources.

TABLE 18-2. KENTUCKY: NGMBER OF OUT -OF -STATE-PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Levels of unin weitareY Child Juvenile mental health and
Government Juvenne Justice Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation Total

1

State Agency
Flacementse Ill --b 5 --b 0 116

Local Agency
Placements '--c 0 5 3 8

1

Total ;111 0 10 3 , 0 124

-- denotes Not 4pplicable.
,

a. May Include placements which the state agency arranged'end funded independently
or under a court °mar, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others directly
Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to Table 18-9 for specific
information regarding state agoncy involvemen1 in arranging out-of-state placements.

1

b. Information about state child welfare and Juvenile Justice agency placement
activities are provi ed in the first column of this table. ,

t

c. Local childlwelfare and Juvenile Justice agency out-of-state placement totals
appear in separate cdlumns on this table. .

I

Local agency activity Is further detailed by Table 18-3, which shows the number of out-of-state

placements by oach local agency JuristictIon. It is important to boar In mind that the Jurisdiction Of
school districts contacted is smeller than the counties oontaining them. For that reason, multiple
agencies may have reported from each oounty and the Incidonce reports In tho table are the aggregated
repocts of all within thom. It indicates that all but two out-of-state placements,made locally woro from
urban counties In SMSAs which include the Evansville, Indiana, and Cincinnati, Ohio, areas.
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TABLE 18-3. KENTUCKY: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER Cf
OUT-OF-STATE PtACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LCCAL AGENCIES
'IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING
PLACEMENTS

County Name

Adair
Allen

dion
Ballard
Barren

Bath I
Bell
Boone /

BourboN
Boyd Cl.i'

Boyle '

Bracken
Breathitt
BreckinrIdge
Bullitt

Butler
Caldwell
Calloway
Campbell
Carlisle

1978
Populatione
(Age 8-1)

Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978
Child
Welfam Education

given no
Justice

2,159
2,273
2,003
1,343

5,319

ob
mew

=Irma

Owee

1,705 0 0
6,725 -- ob --
7,370 -- 2b 0
3,100 -- 0
8,739 -- 0 0

3,771 0 MOO

1,398 0
3,414 0 - -
2,785 0
7,362 Ob

1,845
2,044 rim
3,913
15,071 2b 0

901 0

1,647-- a1DNO 0
4,316 0
2,558 0
11,154 Ob 0
4,682 0

4,753
1,479 --
1,375
1,192 wia /No

o
-

15,452 0 ob

1,639
1,071 - MS.

2,605
,29,634

-
* ob

2,172

i 7,916
5,972 410 'Mb ob
1,473 ob 0

761 ImIM

1,734

1,993 40.1

5,296
-3079- INms 0
1,762

6,664

1,486

12,798
7,419
2,542
2,699

Carroll
Carter
Casey
Christian
Clark

Clay
Clinton
Crittenden
Cumberland
Daviess

Edmonson
Elliott
Estill
Fayette
Fleming

Floyd ,

Franklin
Fulton
Gallatin
Garrard

Grant
Graves
Grayson --
Green
Greenup

Hancock
Hardin
Harlan

' Harrison
Hart
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'. TABLE 18-3. (Continuad)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978

Welfare Education
uven a
Justice

Henderson 6,651 Ob 1

Henry 1,935 0

Hickman 1,060 0 _ -

Hopkins 7,226 - 0 4=00

Jackson 2,002 0

Jefferson 125,326 0 ob
Jessamine 3,645 -- o
Johnson 3,698 o
Kenton 24,431 lb 0

Knott 3,439 o -
Knox 5,333 -- 0

Larue 2,084 0

Laurel 5,993 0

Lawrence 2,319 0 -
Lee 1.3.P9 0

Leslie 2,809 0

Letcher 5,105 -- Ob -
Lewis 2,598 0 -
Llncoln 3,248 -- 0 -
Livingston 1,462 0

;

Logan 3,891 0

Lyon 728 -- 0

McCracken 9,652 0 0

McCreary 2,994 0 -
McLean 1,800 -- 0

Madison 7,142 0

Magoffin 2,507 0 -
Marion, 3,410 -- 0 - -
Marshall 3,642 -- 0 0

Martin 2,550 -- 0 -
Mason 2,744 0

Meade 4,242 -- 0

Menifee 930 -- 0

Mercer 2,984 0

Metcalfe
C

1,484 -- 0

Monroe 2,069 0

Montgomery 3,145 0

Morgan 1,964 -- 0

Muhlenberg 5,191 0

Nelson 5,228 0

Nicholas 1,158 0

Ohio 3,557 0

Oldham 3,083 0

Owen 1,279 0

Owsiey 965 -- 0

Pendleton 2,094 0

Perry 6,094 -- 0

Pike 13,639 Ob

Powell 1,682 0

Pulaski 7,029 0 2
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TABLE 181. (Continued)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Ago 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978
Chrio

Welfare -Education
Juveniie
Justice

Robertson 399 0
Rockcastle 2,664 0
Rowan 2,390 0 _
Russell 2,089 0
Scott 3,143 0

Shelby -3,446 0 0Slmpson 2,429 0 0Spencer 1,175 0
Taylor 3,049 -- 0 - -
Todd 1,913 0

Tr/gg 1,565 0
Trimble 1,049 0 - -
Union 2,851 0 -
Warren 9,530 0 0Washington 2,158 0

Wayne 2,814 -- 0
Webster 2,379 0
Whitley 4,902 0
Wolfe 1,206 -- 0
Woodford 3,165 0 - -

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may include
duplicate count) 0 5 3

Total Number of Local
Agencies Reporting 3 181 19

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not A pplicable.

a. Estlmates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice
usPng data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census.

b. One or more schoo! districts were contacted In those counties to
constitute the education agency sample discussed In Section l_l.

B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencles

The involvement of locaragencies In out-of-state placement Is described In more detail In Table18-4. As suggested in,the previous table, local agency Invol4ement In sending children out of KentuckyIs sparse. Less than one percent of the school districts and only two of the 19 load probatlon
departments placed Children into other states.

"KY-7
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TABLE 18-4. KENTUCKY: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT -07 -STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Tyre
Uhild Juvenile

Response Categories Welfare Education Justice

Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State 0 3 2
Placements

Agencles Which Did Not Know if They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not Report the Number
of Children 1 0 0

Agencies Which Old Not Place Out of State 2 178 17

Agencies Which Did Not Participate In the
Survsy 0 0 0

Total Local Agencles 3 181 19

Those local agencies which did not place Children out of Kentucky were asked to describe their
reasons for not doing so. An Interesting finding among the results shown In Table 18-5 Is that most
school districts reported the lack of funds and sufficient services being available In the state as
reasons for not sending children out of Kentucky.

The 17 local Juvenile probation departments that did not place any Children out of state gave mixed
reasons, Including the lack of funds and the presence of sufficient services In Kentucky to meet their
needs.
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TABLE 18-5. KENTUCKY: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING CUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of Stataa

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)
Chiie

Welfare Education
Juvenile
Justice

Lacked Statutorr Authority 1 0 3

Restrictedb 0 0 I

Lacked Funds 1 164 9

Sufficient Services Available
in State 1 14 7

Otherc
1 5 10

Number of Agencies Reporting No
Out-of-State Placements 2 178 17

Total Number of Agencies
Represented In Survey 3 181 19

a. Some agencies reported mere than one reason for not arrenling out -of -state placements.

b. Generally included rew."Ictions based en agency policy, executive order,
compliance with certain fderal and state guidelines, and specific court orders,

c. Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overall policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape, and
were prohibitive to family visitations because of distance.

Table 18-6, which follows, describes the extent of Interagency cooperation that occurred In thecourse of making out-of-state placemdnts. It indicates that only local Juvenile Justice agenciestplacements had the involvement of one or more other publiC agencies, besides the agency reporting primaryresponsibility for the placement.

KY-9

1 U



.

TABLE 18-6. KENTUCKY:- 1HE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATICN
TO ARRANGE OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
EductIon juvenile Justice

Number Vercent Number rercent

-AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placementsa 3 2 2 II

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements with Interagency

0 0 I 50Cooperation

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of
State 5 100 3 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of
State wlth Interagency.

0 0 2 67Cooperation

a. See Table 18-4.

Local agencies w.:,re also aiked to raport on the conditions and statuses of children sent out of
Kentucky,. Table 18-7 indicates that children placed by school districts were physlcally handicapped and
mentally ill/emotionally disturbed children who had special educatlon needs. Children placed by the
juvenile Justice agencles were mentally retarded or developmentally disabled, Juvenile delinquent, and
battered, abandoned, or neglected.

TABLE 18-7. KENTUCKY: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
- STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
.Types of Conditionsa Education juvenile Justice

Physically HandlOapped 1 0

Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 0 I

Unruly/DIsruptIve 0 0

iruant 0 0

Juvenile Delinquent 0 I

Mentally III/Emotionally Disturbed I 0

Pregnant 0 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 0

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 0 I

Adopted 0 0

KY-I0
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TABLE 18-7. (Continued)

Types of Conditionsa-
Number of AGENCIES Repbrting
tducaTion Juvenue Justice

Special Education Needs 3 0

Multiple Handicaps 0 0

Other 0 0

Number of Agencies Reporting 3 2

a. Some agencies reported more than one type'of condition.

None of the Kentucky local agencies placed five or more Children out\of state in 1978 and, therefore,
no local agencies were asked for the additional Information requested of thoUlPhaso JI agencies in other
states.

C. Use of interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

Aqother important aspect of an Investigation about the out-of-state placement of children concerns
the extent to which interstate compacts are used to arrange such placements. Local agencies were asked
to report the extent to which their placements were arranged through an interstate compact and all eight
placements reported by local probation agencies and school districts were not compact processed.

The Information gathered from the records of the Bureau for Social Services, as shown in Table 18-8,
indicates that 98 percent of the 114 children placed out of Kentucky In 1978 were processed through an
interstate °compact. The Department of Education did not use a compact for the ten out-of-state
placements it reported to have occurred in the reportlng year.

TABLE 18-8. KENTUCKY: UTILIZATION Of INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, IN 1978) BY
AGENCY TYPE

ChIld Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Total Number of State and Local Agency-
Arranged Placements 114 10

Total Number of Compact-Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencies 112 0

Percentage of Compact-Arranged Placements 98 0

D. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State AgenCies

Table 18-9 describes the ability of state agencies to report their out-of-state placement activity
and the number of placements, by cetegory of involvement.

KY-11
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The table shows little activity on the part of the Department of Education In out-of-state
Placements. Of equal Interest Is the DOE response that no placements were arranged by local education
agencies and reported to the state either for funding reimbursement or solely as information sharing. It
should be recalled that flve children were reported (by the local school districts) to be placedout of
Kentucky.

The Division for Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services within tho Department for Human
Resources did not report being involved In out-of-state placements In 1978. The DHR's Bureau for Social
Services, however, was involved In the arranging and funding oc had knowledge of a total of 112 children
placed out of Kentucky In 1978. The Information was collected by study staff conducting a manual search
of DHR compact office records during on on-site visit and, therefore, represents a substantially complete
set of information about this agency's placement practices.

TABLE 18-9. KENTUCKY: ABIL!TY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Types of Involvement

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Child-Welfare/
Juvenile Justice

mental Health and
Education Mental Retardation

State Arranged and Funded 92 5. 0

Locally Arranged but
State Funded 0 0

Court Ordered, but State
Arranged and Funded 3 0 0

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State
Funding 95 5 0

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State i 0

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
the Placement 16 0 0

Other 0 0 0

Total Number of
Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or
Know19.4940- 112 5 0

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officlals In the
particular state agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements
whle, did not directly Involve affirmative action by the state agency but may
simply indicate knowledge of osrtain out-of-state placements through case
conferences or through various forms of informal reporting.
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The children placed by or involving the DHR1s Bureau for Social Services went to a total of 16
states, as indicated In Table 18-10. Nearly two-thirds of these children went to states contiguous to
Kentucky, most notably Ohio, which received 32 children from Kentucky in 1978. The Department of
Education sent all five children reported placed out of state In 1978 to Alabama.

TABLE 18-10. KENTUCKY: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Uhlid Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Alabama 0 5
California 4 0
Florida 5 0
Georgia 7 0
Illinois 17 0

'

Indiana 12 0
Maine

1 0
Michigan e 6 0
Minnesota

1 0
Now Hampshire

1 o

New York
1 0

North Carolina 8 0
Ohio 32 0
Oregon

1 0
Tennessee

Texas 6 0
Virginia 2 0

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
Be Reported by State
Agencies

Total Number of Placements 112 5
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The conditions and statuses of children placed by Kentucky state agencies are Indica-Fed In.Table. A
18-11. The Bureau for Social Services was Involved In placing a wide variety of children In 1978, most
ndtably Juvenile delinquents, status offenders, and battered, abandoned, or neglected children. Children
placed by thls agency were also described to have gone to adoptive and foster care settings and, as a
group, included some Children who were emotionally disturbed. The most frequently used setting for the

/placement of Children out of Kentucky by this agency was relativest homes.

The Department of Education reported that all five children placed were deaf and blind and that the,
type of setting most frequently receiving these children was a residential treatment ADC child care'b
Institution.

TABLE 18-11. KENTUCKY: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Typea
Cnilo nelrare/

Types, of Conditions Juvenile Justice Education

Physically Handicapped 0 0

Mentally Handicapped 0 0

Developmentally Disabled 0 0_

Unruly/Disruptive X v 0

Truants 0 0

Juvenile Delinquents X 0

Emotionally Disturbed X 0

Pregnant 0 0

Drug/Alcohor Problems 0 0

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected X 0

Adopted Children X 0

Foster Children X 0

Otherb X X

a. X indicates conditions reported.

b. Includes Children who are both deaf and blind.

Finally, the study requested information about state agency expenditures for out-of-state placements.
This information was not available from the compact records of the Bureau for Social Services, and the
Department of Education estimated spending $40,500 In state funds for the five Children placed In

Alabama.

KY-14

10 t,



E. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-lot-State Placements

Asia final review, Table 18-12 offers the Incidence of out-of-state placement reported by Kentucky
public agencies and the number of children placed out of state of which the state agencies had knowledge.
The OHR's Bureau for Social Services was involved In or had knowledge of 98 percent of tho out-of-state
placements dotermined to hove been made in 1978 by this state agency and,the few local 441id welfare and
Juvenile Justice agencies. In contrast, the DOE reported its involvement In the placement of five
children out of state (identified ,as being both deaf and blind In Tablf.t 18-11) and that no locally
arranged placements occurred; however, local school districts reported the, flve children had been .laced
out of Kentucky. These placements appear to be of different children, with Table 18-7 specifying that
only one agency placed children that were physlcally handicapped.

Finally, the nonexistence of local mental health and mental retardatiA agency out-of-state
placements was reiterated by the state agency.

TABLE 18-12. KENTUCKY: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements II4a 10 0

Total Number of Placements
Known to State Agencles 112 5 0

Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies 98 - 50 100

a. Includes placements reported by the state child wolfare/Juvenile Justice
agency, the local child welfare agencies, and the local Juvenile Justice
agencies.
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Because state agencies are responsible for Interstate oompact administration, their reports of 1978
compact utilization is of great Interest to this study, not only providIng 4 form of placement
InformatIon, but also as a comparison to local agencies' compact use reporting. Tho'state child welfare
and Juvenile Justice agency's compact office had knowledge of all but two of tho 114 placementsdetermlned to have teen made In 1978. However, the three children reported to be placed out of Kentucky
by the local Juvenile Justice agencies were reportedly nct coapact arranged, as discussed In part C of
thin profile,section, leavIng a small discrepancy in survey information. As reported by the local school
districts, none of tho oducatlon placements made in 1978 were arrangeo thnough a compact, and neither
were the state agency placements. It Is Important to remember that no Interstate compact Includes

,placements into facIlities solely educational in nature. A
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FIGURE 18-1, KENTUCKY: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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V. CONCLUDING REMARKS Agall
Of the variety of conclusions that can be, drawn from the data, the following Seemed most apparent and

worthy of mention.

There Is little out -of-state placement activity among local agencies In Kentucky. The
infrequent occurrgnces of such placements usually take place In urban border areas withcot
compact processind.

The Department for Human Resources' Bureau for Social Services Is the state agency having
responsibility for the majority of children leaving Kentucky for care and treatment.

Although the Itate child welfare/juvenlie justico agency seems to rely upon contiguous states
(especially Ohio, Illinois, and Indiana) to receive many children, a variety of other children
are sent greater distances, to states as far as California and New Hampshire.

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practizes In Kentucky In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
Involvement-with the cot-of-state placement of chydren.

KY-17
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FOOTNOTES ,

...
1. General information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 populntionestimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and CityData Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstee.ct Supplement), Washington, D.C.,. 1978.17-01rmal1tirriT6our direct general stare and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures foreducatio4 and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census andthey appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Editio,t), Washington, D.C., 1979.The 1978 estimated population dt personr WITY1)::777years oie was devOoped by the National Centerfoe Juvenile Justice using two sourcos: the 1970 national census and the Narlonal Cancer instItursa 1975estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2.ftKentucky Revised Statute 157.210. '
\\
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METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Maryland from a variety of sources using a number of
data collection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next, telephone Interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a
follow-up to the telephone Interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement prac-
tices of state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory
oversight.

An assessment of out-of-state placement policies and the adequacy of information reported state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies in arrang-
ing out-of-state placements. Pursuant to thls assessment, further data collection was undertaken if It
was necessary to:

verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A summary of the data collection effor; in Maryland appears below In Table 21-1.

TABLE 21-1. MARYLAND: METHODS CF COLLECTING DATA

Levels of Child
Government Welfare

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Juvenile
Education Justice

Mental
Health

Mental
.RetardatIon

State Telephone
Agencies Interview

Mailed Survey:
01-A. off-Mali

Local
Agencies

Telephone
Survey:
All 24 local
departments
of social
services

Telephone
interview

Mailed Survey:
DOE officials

Telophone
Survey:
All 24 local
school
districts

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DHMH officials

Not Applicable
(State Offices)

Telephone
interview

Mailed Survey:
DHMH officials

Telephone
Survey:
All 24 commun-
ity mental
health centers

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DHMH officials

Not Applicable
(State Offices)
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III, THE ORGANIZATION Cf SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Maryland has the 42nd largest land area (9,891 square miles) and Is the 18th most populated state
(4,121,603) in the United States. It has 17 cities with populations over 10,000 and five cities with
populations over 30,000. Baltimore Is the most populated city In the state, with approximately 850,000
people. Annapolis, the capital, Is the fifth most populated city In the state with an estimated popula-
tion of 32,000. It has 23 counties and me independent city, Baltimore. The eatimated 1978 population
of persons eight to 17 years old was 764,060.

Maryland has three Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Two of the SMSAs include a por-
tion of the District of Columbia and two contiOuous states, Delaware and Virginia, and part of New
Jersey. Other contiguous states are Pennsylvania and West Virginia.

Maryland was ranked 13th nationally in total state and local per capita expenditures, 11th In per
capita expenditures for education, and sixth In per capita expenditures for public welfare.'

B. Child Welfare

Maryland's system for providing child welfare services to children and youth Is supervised at th
state level by the Department of Human Resources' (OHR) Social Services Administration. Services are
delivered by the 23 county and the city of Baltimore departments of social services. All of the
local departments are supervised by the Social Services Administration and operate mainly with state and
federal funds.

In general, the services provided are confined to those financed under Title XX and Title IV of the
Social Security Act. These services include protective services, foster care, adoption, day care, family
planning, and many others.

Reportedly, all out-of-state placements involving local child welfare agencies are arranged through
the interstate Coapact on the Placement of Children (1CPC) which is administered by OHR. Maryland has
been a member of the compact since 1975.

C. Education

Maryland's Department of Education (DOE) has major responsibility for supervising the delivery of
educational services. The state has 23 local school districts organized according to county jurisdic-
tions, and one other district which includes the city of Baltimore.

School districts are not subject to polices which prohibit the out-of-state placement of children for
educational services. However, If a district requires state assistance fF ihe funding of such place-
ments,. approval is required from tho Division of Special Education (DSE) In the DOE. If approved, the
local school districts pay 300 percent of the local basic per pupil cost in that district (wealth of the
county, divided by the school district enrollment on the day of placement, multiplied by three). The
state will pay the remaining cost of the placement. However, the state will only provide funds for those
"educationally handicapped" children as defined In P.L. 94-142. Also, parents can and do appeal to the
Department of Education before a hearing review board If approval Is not grantod by OSE.

D. Juvenile Justice

In each county In Maryland, except Montgomery County which utilizes the lower district court, juve-
nile justice Is under the jurisdiction of the circuit court system. In eight counties and Baltimore,
masters are employed either on a full-time or part-time basis to hear juvenile casos, but their findings
must be confirmed by a juvenile judge.



,m=mil

I.

All adjudicated delinquents are referred by the courts to the Juvenile Servicos Administration of the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene CDHMH). Tho admInivtration provides pre-court intake, detention,
probation, residential, and aftercare services. The state operates four forestry camps, two training
schools (both with detention units), three detention centers, three short-term holdover (72-hour deten-
tion) units, and four community-based group care facilities. In addition, residential care Is purchased
from numerous group homes and other child care faclities both within and outside of the state.

Maryland has been a member of the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ) since 1966. The Community
Services Program in the Juvenile Services Administrelon reportedly does not use a oompact for the out-
of-state placement of youth In residential group care. All other placements are reportedly made pursuant
to the provisions of the ICJ.

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Mental health and mental retardation services, including those for children and youth, are adminis-
tered In Maryland by the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. Services are delivered by the Mental
Hygiene Admin:stration (MHA) and the Nental Retardation Administration (MRA) which are components of the
OHMH.

The Mental Retardation Administration within the OHMH operates six state residential facilitios which
serve the mentally retarded. Additionally, tha MRA purchases care for the retarded from privately oper-
ated programs. The Mental Hygiene Administrltion operates state hospitals for the mentally III and emo-
tionally disturbed, and provides community psychological and psychiatric services. Unlike MRA, the Mental
Hygiene Administration has no purchase-of-care monIes at its disposal.

Maryland has established 24 community mental health centers which are funded jointly by state and
local governments. The community mental health centers provide both in-patlent and out-patient diagnos-
tic and treatment services.

The Interstate Compact on Mental Health (lCMH) Is administered through the DHMH. Transfer of clients
fcom a state hospital in Maryland to an out-of-state public facility are handled through the Mental
Retardation Administration compact office. Maryland has been a member of tho compact since 1963.

F. Recent Developments

Juvenile Justice. Under changes made by the Juvenile Causes Statute cf the Annotated Code of Mary-
land, effective January 1, 1974, Maryland began to deinstitutionalize children In need of supervision
(CHINS). It was reported that a significant cost and service impact might occur with the decrease In the
number of out-of-state placements of status offendors. If out-of-state placements had resulted from tho
lack of specialized services In Marylond or from difficulties In coordinating the delivery of in-state
placement services, then a considorable amount of planning and program development would be required to
provide community-based treatment for those now placed out of state. (This information Is reported In
mare detail In A Case Study In the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders.2

Education. Maryland law specifically states that "social maladjustment" is not an educationally
handlcappfng condition requiring special education. Although some local school districts have special
programs for maladjusted children, officials In tho Juvenile Services Administration reported that youth
under their care are not eligible for special education, particularly In the case of disruptive youth.
These children are usually expelled from school and are therefore difficult to maintain In community-
based treatment programs which rely on tho public schools for educational services. In addition, some
schools vlew truancy'as a problem to be referred to the_Juvenile Services Offices. Due to the _confusion
over which department or agency actually has the responsibility for the education of disruptive and
truant children, a state task forco was recently established to consider how the Department of Education
could fulfill its mandate to provide education for all children In tho state.
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IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

This section of the Maryland profile presents the results of the survey of state and local agencies
in summary tables, and gives some descriptive and analytic remarks about the information displayed. The
information has been organized In such a way that it addresses the issues and concerns that were raised
In Chapter 1 with regard to the placement of children out of their state of residence.

A. The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings

The presentation of survey findings begins with a summarY of all out-of-state placement activity that
was discovered among state and local agencies in Maryland. This summary, contained in Table 21-2 is
offered at this point to provide some indication about the number of children to which the subsequent
policy and practices information refer.

The state agencies described In Table 21-2 deserve some explanation so that these findings, and those
presented later for state agencies, will be properly understood. There is ififormation for two state
juvenile justice responses included In the table. Juvenile Justice I refers to information provided by
the Community Services Program and Juvehile Justice ri indicates information provided by the Interstate
Compact on Juveniles Office, both in the Juvenile Services Administration of the DINH. Two contacts were
made within the agency because the Comaunity Services Program described itself as outsidp the purview of
the interstate Compact on Juveniles In Its out-of-state placement activity. It was therefore determined
that the two sources would need to be contacted to obtain complete information from the service type.

A note should be made in regard to out-of-state placements reported by local education agencies. As
discussed in Chapter 1, great care was taken throughout the study to record only those placements which
were initiated In 1978. This concern for the integrity of the study led to repeated contacts with
Maryland school districts to verify that, In fact, placements reported were initiated during the
reporting period of the study. These contacts were undertaken because of the broad differences among
school districts in the number of children placed out of Maryland In comparision to each other and In
relation to findings about other school districts across the country.

Education officials verified that great differences In the number of children placed do exist among
the county school districts. It was also explained that although there may be some children Included in
the placement figures for Montgomery County that were placed In years previous to 1978, the rate was
actually high In 1978. The judgment ias made, In cooperation with Maryland officials, that the figure
reported for this county represents the best estimate that could be obtained for out-of-state placements.
The minority of children included In the figure who had been placed out-of-state prior to 1978 were, as a
matter of prevailing state education policy, subject to diagnostic, evaluative, and decision making pro-
cedures In the same way as children placed out of Maryland for the first time In 1978. 4.

Table 21-2 indicates only moderate out-of-state placement activity at the state level, when compared
to the looal ,level. The majority of out-of-state placements made by public agencies came from local
child welfare and education agencies. Placements by these agencies accounted for 74 percent of those
reflected jn Table 21-2.

Out-of-state placements were reported In varying degrees by all state agencies. The Community
Services Program In the Juvenile Services Administratfon of the DHMH reported the highest number of such
placements at 98 children, and the Mental Hygiene Administration's ICMH officials reported the fewest
placements with only one child leaving Maryland in 1978. Within this range, the DHMH's Mental Retardation
Administration reported ten, the Interstate Compact cn Juveniles Office In the Juvenile Services Adminis-
tration of tho DHMH reported 55, and the DHR's Social Services Administration repprted 71 out-of-state
placements.
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TABLE 21-2. MARYLAND: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED 8Y STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, 8Y AGENCY TYPE

Number Of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of Child Juvenile Justicea Mental Mental

Government Welfare Education I 11 Health Retardation Total

State Agency
Placements° 71

Local Agency
Placements 273 428

Total 344 428

98 55 I 10 235

10 711

153 11 10 946

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Community Services Program and Juvenile Justice 11 indicates data reported by the Juvenile
Services Administration's Interstate Compact on Juveniles Office. 7

,

II

b. May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funde independently or under

a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others dir ctiy involving the state

agency's assistance -or knowledge. Refer to Table 21-15 for specific I, formation regarding state

agency involvement in arranging out-of-state placements.
J

Table 21-3 further defines out-of-state placement activities among local agencies by listing InCidence

figures for agencies In each county of Marylend. Only four of Maryland's 24 counties do not actually

border another state or are not separated from another state by the Potomacliiver. The state Is relati-

vely small, with access In some areas to three other states involving only minutes of hijhway travel. All

counties should be considered to have easy accessibility to settings for children In contiguous states.

It Is within Table 21-3 that the source of the very large out-of-state placements for local education'

agencies comes to light. The out-of-state pimcements reported by the Montgomery County school district

eclipse the reports by any other agency or county in Maryland and can be seen to be radically higher than

other school districts in the state. By placing 347 children out of Maryland In 1978, the Montgomery

County school district likely exceods any other county In the nation In out-of-state placement activity

and, In fact, exceeds the total placement incidence of all state and local agencies reported by some

entire states. Clearly, this agency should be considered separate frcm corresponding school districts In

Maryland when evaluating out-of-state placement activity among education agencies In Maryland Secause of

the distorting effect it has on overall incidence figures.

Incidence figures reported by other county education agencies range from zero children to 35 children

placed out of state, with the majority of education placements from other than Montgomery County coming

from urbaillzed SMSA central cities. Placements from these areas include 35 from the city of Baltimore

and 28 from Prince Georges County which surrounds the District of Columbia on the Maryland side of the

Potomac River.

Those agencies which wore not able to report their out-of-state placements were, as mentioned, county

school districts, and they were in Anne Arundel and Howard Counties which are In central Maryland,
_included In the Baltimore SMSA, and bordering the DI'crict of Corumbla SMSA.

Thy remaining 18 education- out-of-state-placements- mhich did not .come from Montgomery or Prince

Georges Counties or the city of Baltimore were reported by nine counties, four of which are within an

SMSA and five of which are not.

Out-of-state placements by ceunty child welfare agencies are similarly clustered around urban

counties In Maryland. Oyer three-fourths of all child welfare agency placements were made from areas In

the District_ of Columbia and Baltimore SMSAs, including Baltimore, Montgomery, and Pr!nce Georges

Counties, and the City of Balitmore. Again, Montgomery County reported the highest number of out-of-

state placements, with Its child welfare agency placlng 81 children across state lines for ,care and

Iteatment,_ AIL child welfare agencies except those In Caroline and Kent counties reported sending
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children Into other states. Aside from those urb8a areas already mentioned and the two which did notsend children to other states, Maryland county child welfare agencies each placed between one and tenchildren outof state.

Local mental healTh programs reported placing children Into other states to a much lesser extent thanducation or child welfare agencies. Three SMSA counties, Anne Arundel, Harford, and Howard, reported atotal of six children placed out of Maryland, and two other countles, Allegany and St. Marys, account forthe remaining four that were reported.

TABLE 21-3. MARYLAND: 1978 YOUTH -POPULATIONS AND THi
NUMBER OF CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY LCCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND
AGENCY TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS

County Name

1978

Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN

Placed during 1978

Child
Welfare Education

Mental
Health

Allegany 13,189 2 1 1Anne ArundI 65,859 9 est * 3
Baltimore 108,184 56 est 6 0Calvert 5,692 2 , 0 0Caroline 4,010 0 0 0

Carroll 13,848 4 est 0 0Cecll 11,229 3 1 0Charles 14,567 4 4 est 0
Dorchester 4,979 2 0 0Frederick 18,037 4 1 0

Garrett 4,446 1 0 0Harford 28,010 7 est 1 2 estHcmard 19,682 2 * 1Kent 2,829 0 0 0Montgomery 106,417 81 347 0

Prince Georges 133,278 49 est 28 0
Quoen Annes 3,505 1 0 0St. Marys , 12,249 10 1 3Somerset 3,344 4 0 0Talbot 4,022 5 2 0

Washlngton 19,057 4 1 0Wicomico 10,204 4 0 0
Worcester 4,823 2 0 0
Baltimore City 152,600 17 35 0

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may include,
duplicate count) 273 est 428 est 10 est

Total Number of-Local
Agencles_Reporting 24 24 24

* denotes Not Available.

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice using
data from two sources: the,1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute
1975 estimated aggregate census.
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B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

This part of the profile on the results of the survey of agencies under local government begins with
a description of the extent of involvement of local agencies In out-of-state placements. Table 21-4
indicates that the study received an excellent response rate awng local agencies In Maryland. All
agencies contacted participated in the survey and only too agencies, which were local school districts,
could not report cn their placement activities In 1978.

All but two of the 24 child welfare agencies contacted reported placing children Into other states
for care and treatment, as did one-half of the 24 school districts. Mental health agencies were involved
in out-of-state placement to a lesser extent, with only five agencies reporting such involvement.

TABLE 21-4. MARYLAND: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Child Mental
Response Categories Welfare Education Health

Agencies Which Reported
Out-of-State Placements 22 12 5

Agencies Which Did Not Know If They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not Report the Number
of Children 0 2 0

Agencies Which Did Not Place Out of State 2 10 19

Agencies Which Did Not Participate
In the Survey 0 0 0

Total Local Agencies 24 24 24

Those agencies which did not place children into other states for care and treatment In 1978 reported
why no such placements occurred and these responses are summarized In Table 21-5. Only two local child
welfare agencies did not make out-of-state placements, one of which said that Maryland had sufficient
resources to mest their service needs, and both of which cited'other reasons lor-not making placements.

All but one of the nonpiacing school districts cited the presence of sufficient services In Maryland
for chlidren served In 1978 and one said there were other reasons for not making placements.

The reasons most frequently mentioned by mental health agencies for not placing children out of
Maryland were the lack of funds for this purpose and other reasons, Including the fact that out-of-state
placement Is against agency policy. One-third of the nonplacing local mental health agencies also said
the sufficient services were available In Maryland so that there was no need to resort to out-of-state
rOSOUrces.
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TABLF 21-5, MARYLAND: REASONS REPORTED BY LCCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FCR NOT ARRANGING CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing -

Children Out of Statea

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)
UhTid
Welfare Education

mental
Health

Lacked'Statutery Authority

Restricted

Lacked Funds

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

15

4,
Sufficient Services Available

In State 1 9 6

Otherb 2 1 " 14

Number of Agencies Reporting No
Out-of-State Placements 2 10 19

Total Number of Agencies
Represented in Survey 24 24 24

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements.

b. Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overr.11 agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohibitive to family visitations because of distance.

Public agencies sometimes enlist the consultation and assistance of other public agencies In out-of-
state placement decisionmaking and processing. Table 21-6 indicates the extent to which local agencies
im Maryland reported the occurrence of interagency cooperation In makin9 out-of-state placements and tho
number of placements which ware subject to this collaboration.

Child welfare agencies reported the least amount of Interagency ocveration among the agencies
involved in the study, itri ono-half of the agencies reporting working with other agencies to 'arrange or
fund only about one-third of all placements.

In 'contrast, all but ono of the 12 school. districts reporting out-of-state placements reported
W.9rk1n9.XLWanother _puhilc_ageney In the_coui ie_of_arranging..placements.__However... thilLintecagency
cooperation was brought to bear on à minority of all reported out-of-state placements, involving only 27
percent of the 428 children reported placed out of Maryland In 1978.

Finally, four of the five mental health agencies that reported out-of-state placements said that
public interagency cooperation was undertaken ,In the course of placing seven of the ten Children that
left Maryland under the responsibility of those agencies.
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TABLE 21-6. MARYLAND: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LCOAL*
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
UMW Weitare hducatIon Mentai Health

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placementsa 22 92

-AGENOIES-ReportIng Out-of-State
Placements with interagency

11 50Cooperation

Number 4-CHILDREN-Placed Out of
State 273 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of
State with Interagency

87 32Cooperation

12 50 5 21

11 92 4 80

428 100 10 100

115 27 7 70

a. See Table 21-4.

Ail local agencies reporting out-of-state placements were asked to describe the children that thoy
placed according to a series of descriptive categories. The responses of these agencies to the

conditions and statuses that were offered for description follow In Table 21-7. As a group, all child
welfare agencies responded to every condition available In the interview to describe the children they
had placed out of state. This indicates involvement by Aosta agencies with children having a very wide
variety of characteristics. Nearly one-half or more of the 22 agencies responded to five of the descrip-
tions, including mentally retarded or developmentally disabled; battered, abandoned, or neglected;

adopted; mentally ill/emotionally disturbed; and having special education needs. All other conditions
reciped a positive_ response from_between one and eight agencies.

Ail 12 sdhodi d1frits reporting 00tOf-state-placements-said that they had-placed-children-who-were
regarded as mentally ill/emotionally disturbed, and tn of these school districts said that children
placed had special education needs. Between one and four school districts also responded to each of the
descriptive categories xcept the one indicating that girls were placed out of state while pregnant.
Again, from the very wide range of responses by these agencies, there is some indication that school
districts in Maryland.are involved In placing children with a variety of problems.

Three of the five mental health agencies reporting out-of-state placements said that children leaving
the state under their actions wre mentally ill/emotionally disturbed. One or two agencies also
responded positively to five other descriptive categories which are not traditionally consistent with the
types of problems these agencies ars designed to address.
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TABLE 21-7. MARYLAND: CONDITIONS CF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY
LCCAL AGENC!ES

Types of Condttionsa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child
Welfare Education Mental Health

Physically Handicapped 7 3 ,l,1

Mentally Retarded or
Developmentally Disabled 13 4 2

Unruly/Disruptive 8 2 2

Truant 4 2 0

Juvenile Delinquent 1 3 0

Mentally ill/EmotiTialiy
Disturbed 11 12 3

Pregnant 1 0 1

Drug/Alcohol Problems 1 2 0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected 13 2 1

Adopted 12 1 0

Special Education Needs 10 10 0

Multiple Handicaps 6 4 0

Otherb 2 1 0

Number of Agencies Reporting 22. 12 5,

a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition.

b. Generally included foster care placements, autistic children, and0
status offenders.

C. Detailed Data from Phase II Agencies

If more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional information was
requested. The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as PhaSilo. II
agencies. The responses to these additional survey questions are reviowod In this part of Maryland's
state_profLie... Wherever xeferences- are made-to Phase II agencies, they reflect those agencies which
reported arranging five or more out-of-state,placements t978..

Figure 21-1 graphically illustrates the relationship between the total number of 1001 agencies
surveyed and placements reported, and agencies and placements in Phase il. It can be seen that eight
child welfare and four education Phase II agencies are discussed. Clearly, the majority of agencies
which arranged out-of-state placements in 1978 placed four or fewer children in other states.
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Further consideration of Figure 21-1 finJs . a rather dramatic result. Phase 11 agencies account for
most of tho out-of-state placements reported. The eight PluT) II child welfare agencies arranged 86
percent of the 273 out-of-state placements reported by all such agencies. Similarly, the four Phase II
education agencies account for 97 percent of 'ell out-of-state placements involvinn local school districts.

r

FIGURE 21-1. MARYLAND: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF
LCCAL AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS
REPORTED, AND AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN
PHASE II, BY AGENCY TYPE

Child
Welfare Education

Number of AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placem3nts In
1978

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Placements In
1978 (Phase II Agencies)

22

1-2711

12 1

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State In 1978 1273 1

Number of CHILDREN Placed t

by Phase Il Agencies 1234 1

Percentage of Reported Placements
In Phase II

14281

1

1416 1

1 971

The county lócations of Maryland's 12 Phase II agencies are indicated In Figure 21-2. The counties
with Phase II agoncles Include Anna Arundel, Baltimore,, Harford, Montgomery, Prince Georges, St. Marys,
and Talloct Counties, and Baltimore City. It Is interesting.to observe that In four of those counties
both the child welfare agency and school district wore In Phase II. In tho other four counties only tho
child welfare agency was In Phase II.
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County

6
A. Anne Ardndel
B. Baltimore
C. Baltimore City
D. Harford

E. Montgomery
F. Prince 'Georges

G. St. Marys

H. Talbot

KEY

Child Welfare Phase /I
Agency Jurisdiction

Nil Education Phase II Agency

Jurisdiction
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Local Phase II agencies were asked to report the number of children which went to specific states.

Destinations of children placed by Phase 11 child welfare agencies and school districts appear in Table
21-8. The Phase II child welfare agencies which reported ,children's destinations, as a group, sent
children to a total of 24 states and the District of Columbia, within every region of the country.

. States most utilized included the contiguous states of Pennsylvania and Virginia and the District of
Columbia, which together received 57 percent of all placements for which destinations were reported.
Figure 21-3 114ustrates the number of placements made to border states or the District of Columbia.

' inferences or =inclusions drawn from these results should bellualified by the fact that destinations were
not reported for 28 percent of the placements arranged by phase II child welfare agencies.

Phase II ducation agencies reported destinations for all but five percent of their placements and
these children were also primarily placed In contiguous states, as shown In Figure 21-3. However,
similar to the reporting child welfare agencies, the use of Florida and Massachusetts as receiving ,tates
was also high. It should be noted that although school districts sent children to a total of 18 3 tes
and the District of Columbia, they used distant states to a lesser extent than child welfare agenc es.

Overall, 72 percent of all children reported placed out of state by Phase li agencies with
destinations indicated went to states bordering Maryland. Between 19 and 28 percent of these placements
went to the District of Columbia, Pennsyjvania, or Virginia, and only five percent went to Delaware and
West Virginia. School districts that reported destinations, among which Montogmery County made the
majority of placements, clearly favor the District of Columbia, with 146 children havp been sent there
In 1978.

TABLE 21-8. MARYLAND: DESTINATIONS Cf CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL FHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978

Destinations of Children
Placed Out of.State Child Welfare Education

Alabama
California

- Number of CHILDREN Placed

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

1

4

2
2 6

2/

District of Columbia 12 146
Florida 16 33
Georgia 3 3
Illinois 1

Indiana 1

-Kansas
Maine

1

Massachusetts 10
Michigan 1

New Jersey 4

New Mexico 1

New York 4
North Carolina 2
Ohio 5
Oklahoma 3

1

4

11

8

4

1

6

Pennsylvania 39 73
Rhode Island 2 1

South Carolina 2 5
Tennessee
Texas

Virginia
West Virginia
Wyoming

5 4

44 61

2 6
1
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TABLE 21-8. (Continued)

Destinations of Children Number of CHILDREN Placed
Placed Out of State Child Welfare Education

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by Phase II
Agencies 66 21

Total Number of Phase 11
Agencies 8 4

Total Number of Children
Placed by Phase II
Agencies 234 416

FIGURE 21-3. MARYLAND: THE NUMBER Of CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TD MARYLAND BY
LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES

P. Local Phase II child welfare agencies reported destinations for 168 children. Local Phase 11
education agencies reported destinations for 395 children.

The reasons why Phase 11 agencies were Involved in this practice aro included In Table 21-9. The
most frequently mentioned reason for placing children into otfler states that was reported by Phase 11
child welfare agencies was because Maryland was perceived to idck services comparable to the receiving
state. All child welfare agencies reporting reasons for making out-of-state placements respondod
positively to this item. Another frequently mentioned reason for placing children Into other states was
that the agencies wanted the chlifiren to live with relatives other than parents.

Table 21-9 shows that other reasons were associated with out-of-state placement practices among Phase
11 child welfare agencies. For instance, ono-half of these agencies had experienced previous success
with the out-of-state facility. Also, five agencies indicated that the children had failed to adapt to
in-state facilities.
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All Phase 11 school districts reporting their reasons for making out-of-state placements also said
that Maryland lacked services comparable to the receiving states. One to wo of the four districts also
mentioned the other reasons offered to explain the occurrence of out-of-state placements except sending
children to live with rehtives and sending certain Children out-of-state as a matter of standard
procedure.

TABLE 21-9, VRYLAND: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 11

AGENCIES

Reasons for Placementa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child Welfare Education

Receiving Facility Closer to Child's Home,
Despite Being Across State Lines 0

Previous Success with Receiving Facility 4 2

Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 8 4

Standard Procedure to Place Certain Children
Out of State 1 0

Children Failed to Adapt to In-State
Facilities 5 2

Alternative to In-State Public
institutionalization 3 2

To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 7 0

Other 4 1

Number of Phase II Agencies Reporting 8 4

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement.

The same agencies reporting reasons for placing children into other states also described the type of
setting most frequently seiectod to receive children. Table 21-10 indicates that the setting for place-
ment most frequently utilized by child welfare agencies and school districts alike was the residential
treatment/child care facility. Some.Phasa II child welfare agencies mentioned using foster homes and
other settings most frequently, and one school district reported that boarding or military schools are
the setting of choice for their out-of-state placements.
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TABLE 21-10. MARYLAND: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF
RESIDFNTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL
PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

Categories of
Residential Settings

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child
Welfare Education

Residential Treatment/Child Care Facility 3 3

Psychiatric Hospital 0

Boarding/Military School 1

Foster Home 2 0

Group Home 0

Relativels'Home (Non-Parental) 2 0

Adoptive Home 0

Other 0

Number of Phase II Agencies Reporting a 4

Local Phase)! agencies further reported tho type and frequency of monitoring practices that were
undertaken aftee a child had been placed out of Maryland. A majority of the responses summarized in

Table 21-11 for both agencies indicate that semiannual written progress reports and annual on-site visits
are the primarY methods of monitoring used by these agencies. All Phase II school districts reported
making telephone contaCt with the placement setting at irregular intervals and one-half of the Child
welfare agencies reported calling to check on a child's progress on a quarterly basis.

\

TABLE 21-11. MARYLAND: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR CUT-OF-
STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL
PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

Methods of M nitoring
Frequency of

Practice

Number Of AGENC1ES8

Child Welfare Education

Written ProOess Reports Quarterly 2
Semiannually 6 3
Annually o
Otherb

OW-Site Visits Quarterly 0 0
Semiannually 3
Annually 4 3
Otherb 0 0

Telephone Calls Quarterly 4 0
Semiannually 0
Annually 0
Otherb 2 4

PO-16
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TABLE 2I-11. (Continued)

Methods of Monitoring
Frequency of
Practice

Number of AGENCIESa

Child Welfare Education

Other Quarterly I 0
Semiannually 1 0
Annually 0
Otherb 3

Total Number of Phase II
Agencies Reporting 8 4

a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. Included monitoring practices which did not recur at regular intervals.

All Phase 11 school districts, and one-halt of the Phase II child welfare agencies responded to
questions about their expenditures for out-of-state placements In 1978. Tha few school districts
reported spending a total of SI,229,985 for these placements, and reporting child welfare agencies
expended $313,743 In public funds for placements In other states.

. Use of Interstate Coapacts by State end Local A encies

An examination of interstate compact use by state and local agencies for arranging out-of-state
placements was of spscial significance to the study. This part of the profile will detail findings about
compact utilization among local agencies first, and then Information given by state agencies will be
considered.

Table 21-12 displays results concerning the number of local child welfare, education, and mental
health agencies which did or did not use a compact in 1978 for arranging out-of-state placements. The
information Is organized in a manner which will allow for comparisons about compact utilization among the
three types of agencies as well as between Phase 11 agencies and those reporting fewer placements.
Additionally, Table 21-12 gives Information about the specific typi of compact which was used by Phase 11
agencies.

In total, only 18 agencies reported using interstate compacts to arrange out-of-state placements.
All such agencies reporting compact uie were responsible for child welfare services. This finding
indicates that only 46 percent of the 39 local agencies In Maryland which reported out-of-state
placements utilized en Interstate compact.

Further review of Table 21-12 indicates that one Phase 11 and three local child welfare agencies with
less then five placements reported a lack of compact use. The seven Phase II child welfare agencies
which utilized compacts reported use of the ICPC primarily, but one such agency also used the ICJ. It
should also be mentioned that a possible reason for a lack of compact utilization among education and
mental health agencies Is that their placements were not subject to any compact coverage. Placements In
private psychiatric facilities and facilities primarily educational in nature are not covered by any com-
pact.
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TABLE 21-12. MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Local Agencies Which Placed
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES

Child
Welfare

,

Education
Mental
Health

NUMBER Of LOCAL AGENCIES-PLAC1NG
FOUR OR LESS CHILuREN 14 8 5

Numter Usim Compacts 11 o o

Number Not Using Compacts 3 8 5

Number with Compact Use
Unknown 0 ' 0 0

NUMBER Of PRASE !I AGENCIES,
8 4 0PLACING CHILDREN

Number Using Compacts 7 ) 0 - -

Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children

Yes 4

No 1 3 IMMO

Don't Know 3 1
- -

Interstate Compact on Juveniles

Yes 1 0111.

No 7 3
Don't Know 0 1

Interstate Compact on Mental Health

Yes 0 0 - -
No 8 3
Don't Know 0 1

Number Not Using Compacts 1 3

Number with Compact Use Unknown 0 1

TOTALS

Number of AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State 22 12 5

Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 18

Number of AGENCIES Not Using
Compacts 4 11 5

Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Use Unknown 0 1 0

-- denotes Not Applicable.

,11111..illall11..

Additional important information learned about compact utilization among local agencies In Maryland
Is given In Table 21-13. This table reveals findings about the number of children who were or were not
placed out of state with a compact. Altogether, 474 children were placed out of state ty local agencies
In 1978 without a compact. As suggested In the previous table, tho majority of thoso children were
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P"Ti,
placed by school districts and local mental health agencies. Sixty-four children were placed In otherstates by4local child welfare agencies without the use of an Interstate compact.

TABLE 21-13. MARYLAND: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Children Placed Out Of State

Number of CHILDREN
Cnrid
Welfare Education

gihni
Health

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REPORiiNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 39 12 10

Number Placed with'Compact Use 11 U 0

Number Placed without Compact Use 5 12 10

Number Placed with Compact
Use Unknowna 23 0 0

CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE II AGENCIES 234 416 0

Number Placed with Compact Useb 73 0 - _

Number through interstate Compact
on the Placement of Chlldren 69 0 - _

Number through Interstate
Compact on Juveniles

1 0 - _

Number through Interstate
Compact on Mental Health 0 - _

Number Placed without Compact Use 59 388 - _

Number Placed with Compact Use
Unknown 102 28

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 273 428 10

Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Uso 84 0 0

Number of CHILDREN Placed without
Compact Use 64 400 10

Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use
Unknown 125 28 0

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Agencles which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-
of-state placements. Thrfore, if a compact was used, only one placement Is
indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are included In the
category "number placed-with compact use unknown."

b. If an agency reported using a compact but could not report the number
of placements arranged through the specific compact, ono placement Is Indicated
as compact arranged and the others are included In the category "number placed
-with-compact-use _unknown."
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A graphic summarization of these findings concerning compact utillzatiOn among Maryland local
agencies Is illustrated In Figves 21-4, 5, and 6. Each figure portrays the percentage of placements by
type of agency which were noncompact arranged, compact arranged, and undetermined wIth respect to compact
utillzatIon.

FIGURE 21-4. MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE OOMPACTS
BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 21-5. MARYLAND: UTIMIILON-OFINTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LCCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 21-6. MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL MENTAL HEALTH AGENCIES IN 1978
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Table 21-14 provides a summary analysls of compact utilization with respect to both state and localagencies. The table displays Information which examines the relationship between the number of out-of-
state placements arranged by both state and local agenclas In 1978, and the total number of compact-arranged placements reported,),/ state agencies. For example, Table 24-14 shows that there wore 344
children placed cut of state -by the state and local child welfare agencies In 1978. Tho state child
welfare agency (1t1i) reported a total of 95 compact-arranged placements, which equals 28 percent of the
total number of children 'placed. Comparable assessments are ifylicated for agencies responsible for other
types of services.
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TABLE 21-14. MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPCRTED BY STATE AGEXIES IN. 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child
Welfare Educatiofl

Juvenile Justicea Mental
Health

Mental
RetardationI II

Total Number of State'and
Local Agency-Arranged

1,

Placements 344 428 98 55 11 10

Total Number of Compact- ^2

Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencies 95 0 * 55 1

Percentage of Compact-
Arranged Placements 28 0 * 100 9 0

denotes Not Mailable.

a. Juvenile Justice 1 Indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Community Services Program. Juvenile Justice II reflects data reported ly the Juvenile
Services Administration's interstate Compact on Juveniles Office. The data is discrete end
indicative of very few or no compact-arranged placements involving the JSA-Communitly
Services Program.

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

Consideration of the findings from the survey of Maryland state agencies begins with Table 21-15,
which indicates the number of children placed out of state by these agencies according to their
involvement In the placement process. The introductory remarks prefacing Table 21-2 of the profile
should be consulted for a' description of the state agencies, the policies under which they operate, and
their responsibility toward agencies In local government.

The DHRIs Social Services Administration reported funding only 24 locally arranged placements. In
1978, ahd did not report on instances of arranging and funding court-ordered placements or participating
in the placement process'without primary service or fiscal responsibility. The majority of placements,
amounting to over 70 percent ot the reported total cf 95, are those which tho agency had knowledge of
occurring but in which it was not directly involved. It Is noteworthy that the Social Services
Administration had reported on 178 fewer placemants than were discovered among child welfare agencies at
tho local level.

Tha Deparnen* of Education reported being involved only In the funding of placements that were
arranged by tho local school districts. The total of 390 reported approximates but Is less than the
locally reported placement incidence by 38 children.

The DHMHIs Juvenile Service Administration's Community Services Program reported being Involved in
arranging and funding 98 out-of-state placonants that had been ordered by a court. Tho agency may have
been involved In arranging and funding noncourt-ordered placements but data was not available.

The Juvenile Sei7vices Administration's interstate Compact cn Juveniles Office estimated that it was
involved in 55 out-of-state placements in, 1978, primarily by arranging courtesy supervision for
placements with relatives In othee states. Using the terminology of Table 21-15, these placements would
be regarded as arranged but not fundod.

While the DHMHIs Mental Hygiene Administration reported only one out-of-state placement, the Mental
Retardation Administration reported arranging and funding the placement of 10 children into other states.
Tho one placement reported under court-ordered but arranged and funded Is also counted In the first
category of locally arranged and funded-, explaining tho total of 10 children reflected at tho tJttom of
the table. Presumably, the respondent included this placement under two categories of Involvement
because it satisfies the specifications of arr.nged and funded, as well as of court ordered, but arranged
and funded.
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TABLE 21-15, MARYLAND: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIE6'70 REPORT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OJT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Types of involvement

Number of CHILDREN Reported

Child
Welfare

'

Education

Juvenile Justicob
Mental
Hiealth

Mental
RetardationI ,., II

State Arranged and Funded 0 0 10

Locally Arranged but
State Funded 24 390 0

Court Ordered, but State
Arranged and Funded 0 98 0 \ 1

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State .

Funding 390 0 10,

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State 0 0 0

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
the Placement 0 o . 0

Other 3 0 0 55 0

Total Number of
Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or
Knowledgee 95 390 98 55 1 10

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. inbludes all out-of-state placements known to officials In the particular state agency.
In some cases, this figure consists of placements which did not directly involve affirmative
action by the state agency but'may simply Indicate knowledge of certain out-of-state placements
through case conferences or through various forms of informal reporting.

b. Juvenile Justice I Indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Communtty Services Program and Juvenile Justice 11 indicates data reported by the Juvenile
Services Administration's interstate Compact on Juveniles Office.

State agencies were asked to report the number of children that were sent to specific states and the
findings are included In'Table 21-16, The DHR's Social Services Administration and the Department of
Education did not report the destinations of chtidren placed out of state with their involvement. The
DHMH's Juvenile Services Administration, including tho Community Services Program tends to send
out-of-state placements to states contiguous to Maryland. Over 70 percent of the Children reported
placed out of Maryland by the two sub-offices of the DHMH's Juvenile Services Administration went to
states bordering Maryland. The state outside of the immediate area which received tho most children from
tnis agency was Florida, which received 13 children from the Community Services Program. A total of 15
placements were elso made by both offices of the Juvenile Services Administration to the distant states
of Idaho and Texas.

Placements by the OHMH's Mental Health and Mental Retardation Administrations wore also kept within
the region, going to Delaware, the District of Columbia, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania.
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TABLE 21-16. MARYLAND: DESTINKTIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED CUT
OE STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY, STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Ohildren,Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Welfare Educatton1.01.111.WI

Delaware
011trict of Columbia
Florida
Ldaho
Kansas'

Main.
Massa husetts
New 4wrsey
Nortl Carolina
Ohio

Pen sylvania
Sou h Carolina
Teh 05500
Tex s
Vir Inla

We t Virginia

PI cements for Which
stinations Could Not

e Reported by State
gencies All All

T. al Number of Placements 95 390

Juvenile Jusficnb Mental
Health

Mental
Retardation

0

11

13

7

0

0
17

3
0
1

0

1

0
0
0

2

1

0

0

0

2 0 O. 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

0 4 0 0
2 0 0 0

3 7 0 6
0 1 0 0
0 2 0--- 'Q
1 7 0 0,

57 5 0
0

2 7 0 0

--t

0 0 '0 0

98 55 1 10

a. Juvenile Justice 1 indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Community Services Program and Juvenile Justice II indicates data reported by the Juvenile
Services Administration's Interstate Compact 04 Juveniles Office.

The state agencies were also asked to describe the conditions and statuses of the children placed out
of Maryland and Table 21-17 summarizes their responses. The DHR's Social Services Administration
reported placing children who were emotionally disturbed, as did the Department of Education. The state
child welfare agency also said that foster and adopted chlidren weie placed, while the other conditions
of children mentioned by the education agency included physical, mental, and developmental handicaps.

The JSA's Community Services Program reported placing children with every condition or 'status offered
for description which, when compared to Its other state-level counterparts, makes it the agency most
broadly involved in the problems of children. The Interstate Compact on Juveniles Office reported
placing adjudicated delinquents out of state and suggests simliarlyloroad involvement by noting under an
"other" response: "Legally'the ICJ only ha:idles delrnquent youth; however, many of these children Also
fell Into all of the categories listed above."

The out-of-state placement reported by the Mental Hygiene Administration was that of an emotionally
disturbed child. Placements arranged ahd funded by the Mental Retardation Administration were for care
and treatment of children reported to be mentally handicapped and.developmentally disabled.

.
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ffABLE 21-17. MARYLAND: CONDITfONS OF CHILIXIEM PLACED CUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

types of Conditions
-----19itili17:usticel) ."/

Child
Welfare

Mental
Health.

.-1Mental

RetardationEducation 67. 1 ii

Physically Handicapped 0 X X 0 0 0r"
Mentally Handicapped 0 X X- 0 0 X

Developmentally Disabled 0 X X 0 0 X

Unruly/Disrupttve 0 0 X 0 0 0

Truants O. 0 X A 0 0 0

Juvenile Delinquents 0 0 X X 0 0

Emotionally DisturbOd X X X 0 X 0

Pregnant, 0 0 X
. 0 0 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 0 X 0 0 0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected 0 0 X 0 0 0

Adopted Children X 0 X 0 0 0

Foster Chi 1 dren X 0 X 0 0 0
-,.

Other 0 0 0 X 0 0
) O...

a. X indicates conditions reported.

b. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Community Services-Program and Juvenile Justice II indicates data reported by tho Juvenile
Services Administeation's Interstate Compact on Juveniles Office.

State agencies were asked to describe tho type of setting that was most frequently sdiectedto receive
children In other states. The DHR's Social Services Administr tion aad the Juvenile Services Administra-
tion compact office said that children placed out of Maryland most frequently go fo live with relatives.
All other state agencies contacted by tho study said that the s ttings most frequently receiving children

l placed out of Maryland are residential treatment or child care facilities.

The expenditures, according to the source of funds, by state agencies for out-of-state placements are
summarized In Table 21-18. Those agencies that reported at least some of their expenditures were the
Department of Education, the Juvenile Services Administration's Community Services Pcogram and the Rental
Retardation Administration. v

Although the expenditure ,of funds other than state, federai, or local for out-of-state education
placdments were not reported, the agency did tubmit that 0,895,000 In state.and local funds were
allocated and spent on out-of-stato placements, over one-hal4 of which came from local sources.

The Juvenile Services Administration's Community Services Program spent n ariy ono million.doliars on
placements to other states. These placements were on a 75 percent state a d 25 percent federal basis,
with no local or other sources contributing to the financing of placements.

The Mental Retardation Administration also spenf close to ono million dollars in state funds to
finance the 10 children reported to have left Maryland In 1978. This agency's total experiditure for
these placements was $976,416.
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TABLE 21-18. MARYLAND: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR COT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPCRTED BY STATE AGENCIES

Levels of Government

END-enlirtifres7-by AGENCr-Typer

Child Juvenile Justicea Mental Mental
Welfare Educatlen 1 Il Health Retardation

State '$1,783,298 $746,915 est * * $976,416

. Federal 0 248,971 est * * 0

Local $2,111,702 0 * * 0

Other * * 0 * * 0

Total Reported Expenditures $,895,000 $995,886 * * $976,416

* denotes Not Available..

a. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services AdministrationIs
CcamuniTy Service' Program and,Juvenlie Justice II Indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services
Administration's Interstate CoMpact on Juveniles Office.

1

F. St.,Ipte Agencies' Knowledge ot Out-of-State Placemon4

,

IIn each state, state and local officials were asked to report about plAcements rade or, arranged by
thir respective agencies. S t ate,officials were also asked to roport on the number of such placements
made by their counterparts In local government. In other wceds, state corrections agencies were asked to
indicate the total number of out-of-state placements arranged, by.- ibcal courts and probatlpn agencies;
state oducation agencies were asked for comparable data emanatIng from jocal school districts. Table
21-19 reflects the results fr this line of analysis In Maryland. The table gives the percentage of the
total number of state and loca ly arranged out-k -state placements known to state officials.

. /
1

A reviev of MI, 21-19 r veals that the state child welfare agency had knowledge of 2b percent of
Ail placements arranged by t e DNRIs Scala' Services Administration And the 24 county child welfare
dbpartments. In oantrast, t Department of Education was aware of.* 91 percent of the put-of-state
placements arranged by local chool districts In 1978. Clearly, the state Juvenile Justice and mental
retardation agencies needed ill only report about placements involving their own agencies. Finally, it
can be seen that the state a

;

ency responsible for mental health services had no knowledge of the 10
out-of-state placements irrang d by the oammunity mental health centers.

i

, .1 3 Li
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TABLE 21-19. MARYLAND: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile Justicea Mental
Health

Mental
Retardation1 I I

Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements 344 428 98 55 11 10

Total Number of Placements
Known to State Agencies 95 390 98 55 1 10

Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies 28 91 100 100 9 100

a. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Community Services Program and Juvenile Justice II indicates data reported by the Juvenile
Services Administration's Interstate Compact on Juvenile Office.

Figure 21-7 graphically reflects tho data in Table 21-19, as well as the number of compact-arranged
placements known to state agencies. The figure points out that except for education and mental
retardation, state agency knowledge of out-of-state placements is predicated upon compact utilization.
The state education agency's knowledge of out-of-state placements is linked to the approval process
described In section 111. One can infer ;hat 390 of the 428 out-of-state placements arranged by local
school districts were approved by the DOE. Fiscal accountability procedures are probably associated with
the state mental retardation agency's knowledge of placements involving that agency.
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FIGURE 21-7. MARYLAND: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND
LCCAL PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS
REPCRTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE
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390

98 98

Child Welfare
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ii
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n
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denotes Not Available.

State and Local Placements

State and Local Placements nown to State Agencies

State end Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

a. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's Community
Services Program and Juvenile Justice II indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administra-
tion's interstate Compact on Juveniles Office.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Some general conclusions about the out-of-staet placement practices of public agencies may be drawn
from the study's survey results.

Out-of-state placement Is generally a highly urban phenomenon In Maryland, with most children
leaving the state from agencies In the Baltimore and District of Columbia SMSAs. The practice
Is very widespread among child welfare agenties, but the majority of their placements came
from urban areas. Placement activity is somewhat more localized among school systems, with
SMSA county districts, especially Montgomery County, reporting the bulk of education
placements.

There seems to be a trend of using the resources of contiguous states, especially the District
of Columbia, Pennsylvania, and Virginia, to dcmpensate for the lack of resources In Maryland
that all Phase II agencies expressed.

Interstate compacts are not highly Utilized to place children out of Maryland. In addrtion,
e

the most frequent type of placement monitoring undertaken by agencies Is the receipt of ,e

semiannual written progress reports and quarterly telephone contact.

All agency types reported involvement In the placement of children with a wide variety of
conditions or statuses. The emotionally dIsturbee child was most frequently mentioned by
state and local agencies as having been placed out of Maryland. Child welfare and education
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agencies, which placed over, 600 children, reported a relatively low incidence of Interagency
cooperation re making thOse placements.

The Montgomery County school district placed more children out of state than the +otal number
of placements reported for entire states. The next highest incidence reported by a Maryland
school district was only 10 percent of that reported by Montgomery County.

The reader is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices in Maryland in order to develop further conclusions about the statels
involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTES

1. General Information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data Bock, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Wadhington, D.C., 1978.
171115irniflOr about direct 66K6FET-Ttafe and' local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
ducationand public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear lin Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 yeari old was developed by the National Cee*er
for JuvenlitiJustice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2. Cost and Service Impacts of Deinstitutionallzation of Status Offenders in Ten States: 'Responses
to Angri:11151M-Wailiniiirfra7WC:: firfbur Y. Ottie,
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iv-PROFILE OF CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE 1N-NCRTH-CAROLINA
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METHODOLCGY

Information was systematically gathored about North Carolina from a variety of sources using a number

.of data collection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of obildren. A mail survey was used, as a follow

up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of

state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

An assessment of out-of-state placement policy and the adequacy of Information reported by state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies In

arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If It was necessary Rif-

verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and

oollect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A departure was taken from the study's usual methodological procedures and guidelines In the survey
of the 41 North Carolina local mental health and mental retardation agencies. Ten percent of the total

were contacted by telephone to verify the Division of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Substance
Abuse Services (DMH/MR/SAS) information that these local agencies cannot and do not place children out of
North Carolina. In section III of this profile, an attorney general's opinion Is cited, pointing to a
restriction.on local mental health and mental retardation agencies In out-of-state placement activity.
One placement, however, was discovered during the data collection. The sample was then expanded and,
after contacting 50 percent of these agencies, including some In both rural and urban counties, several
border counties, and the largest cities In the state, no other placement activity was found. It was

determined that the one reported placement was an anomaly. A summary of the data collection effort In

North Carolina appears below In Table 34-1.

NC-1
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TABLE 34-1, NORTH CAROLINA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Levels of
Government

urvey Methods, by Agency Type

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

State .

Agencies
Telephone
Interview

Telephone
Interview

Telephone
IntervIew

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
OFR officials

Local
Agenciesa

Telephone
Survey:
100 local
child welfare
agencies

Malled Survey:
DPI officials

Telephone
Survey
145 local
school
districts

Mailed Survey:
DHR officials

Telephone
Survey: All

.tateiB Si ii C.

courtsa

Not Applicable
(State Offices

Malled Survey:
DHR officials

Telephone
) Survey:

50 percent
sample of the
41 local MH/MR
centers to verify
state informationb

a. The telephone survey las conducted by Olackwater Associates of Columbia,
South Carollna, under a subcontract to the Academy.

b. Information attributed In this profile to the state's local MH/MR cen-
ters was gathered from the state mental health and mental retardation agency and
the 50 percent sample.

III. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978"

A. Introductory Remarks

North garolina has the 29th largest land area (48,798 square mlles) and Is the Ilth most populated
state (5,441,366) In the United States. Its largest city Is Charlotte with a population of over 281,000.
Raleigh, the capital, has a population of over 134,000. North Carolina has 100 counties. The 1978 esti-
mated population of persons eight to 17 years old was 965,843.

North Carolina ahares a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) with Virginia's Norfolk,
Virginia Beach, and Portsmouth, as well as having four other SMSAs within the state. It shares common
borders with four states: Georgia, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia.

North Carolina ranks 47th nationally In total state and local per capita expenditures, 32nd In per
capita expenditures for education, and 48th In per capita expendltures for public welfare.'

B. Chi'ld Welfare

Almost all state-provided social services for children and youth are supervised by the North Carolina
Department of Human Resources (DHR). The DHR supervises those diverse services through Its four regional
offices. The services are federal, stater and county f6ded.

NC-2
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The DFIR's Division of Social Services (DSS), through its specialized Children's Services Branch,
supervises and funds adoption, foster care, and child protective services. The DSS also administers both
the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC) and the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ).
North Carolina has been a member of these compacts sincu 1971 and 1965, respectively. Services and ser-
vice-related activities include the licensing of foster care facilities, including child care institu-
tions, payment of out-of-home residential care, and the monitoring and supervision of the 100 county-
operated departments of social services.

North Carolina's 100 county-administered social services departments enjoy a great deal of autonomy
in operational areas, while having a close working relationship and 'shared responsibilities with state
government sgencies. Although the Social Services Commission establishes licensure standards and other
operational policies, And the Division of Social Services promulgates program guidelines, a large portion
of the service-delivery decisions are determined autoncaously at the local level. This autonomy
apparently results in a trade-off between variations in service delivery and the development of a com-
munication network for their counterpart state agencies. In this role, local agencies serve as
monttortrig resouraS tOr Stare §tandirda compliance, supervisors over local placements, and as

communication agents, informing state-level decisionmakerS of current local practices.

The OSSis Children's Services Branch, In administering the interstate compacts, has had some dif-
ficulty with courts disregarding the compacts and directly ordering placements to out-of-state residen-
tial facilities. However, in terms of receiving children into North Carolina, any residential child care
program In the state which is required to meet standards adopted by the Social Services Commission for
licensure Is subject to the provisions of the ICPC. These facilities are to advise parents, out-of-state
agencies, and courts that a child cannot be admitted until compact procedures are hollowed. These
requirements are not applied to facilities that are not required to meet standards adopted by the Social
Services Commission.

The Social Services Commission Is charged with the responsibility of establishing licensing standards
and other policies relating to social services delivery. This mechanism ensures that local government
and the private sector will have access to state decisionmakers. Normally, children In need of child
welfare services come to the county social services departments through juvenile court referrals, protec-
tive service activities, or categorical assistance programs. When a child is found to be abused,
neglected, or dependent, the district court may transfer custody to the county department of social ser-
vices. When no state funds are involved and parents are heavily involved In working out the placement
agreed upon, there may be instances of out-of-state placements that are not reported to the state agency.

C. Education

North Carolina's Department of Public Instruction (DPI) has the major responsibility for its educa-
tional system. Within DPI Is a Division for Exceptional Children (DEC) which is directly involved with
the placement of children In other states. The former Division of Non-Public Schools (DNPS), on the
other hand, was responsible for licensing and accrediting private boarding schools that received children
from out of state at the time of the study.

There were 145 local school districts In North Carolina at the time of this study offering special
education services as well as the normal K-12 curriculum. North Carolina General Statute 115-315.7
through 315.12 provides Educational Expense Grants for Exceptional Children. These grants are used to
enable handicapped children to obtain an education In an approved schuol either In the state or out of
state, If local public schools cannot meet their educational needs. DPI/DEC administers grants of $2,000
per year for each eligible Child. The state agency function Is primarily one of placement approval and
disbursement of funds to local school systems receiving placements that have been processed and approved
by the handicapped child's home school district.

The local school superintendent, In fulfilling the role of identifying valid grant candidates,
cooperating In the placement selection, and arranging for required additional placement funding, works
with a number of state and local agencies. A local superintendent may cooperate with a county department
of social services, a local agency receiving Title XX funds, an in-state or out-of-state residential
facility, thw wunty commissioners, the district courts, cr the area mental health clinic in developing a
funding package adequate to meet the needs-of the child to be placed. Subsequent to the State Board of
Education's approval of a child's proposed educatiOnal Trogram, this local and state agency coope.-ation
helps In the placement of North Carolina children fn out-of-state facilities. At the time of the study,
Mu state board was not Involved In program approval and was not necessarily apprised of all out-of-state
placements.
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D. JuVanilo Justico

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) has responsibility for the state's district courts with
Juvenile Jurisdiction. The AOC also has a Juvenile Service Division responsible for juvenile probation
and aftercare. Juvenile court counselors located In each district court supervise youth on probation.
Processing Juvenile court cases, from intake to disposition, Is the responsibility of the district Juve-
nile court Judge. The number of judges In each district varies considerably. These Judges hear Juvenile
cases In courts in each of the 100 counties.

institutional services for delinquent children are provided at the state level bi the Division of
Youth Services (DYS) in the Department of Human Resourcob, which operates six correctional institutions
around the state. Administration of the ICJ, however, Is within the Division of Social Services.
Because of the decisionmaking powers of the court, informal agreements may be reached with parents,
guardians, and interested agencies for alternatives to Judicial dispositions. This mai process may
invotper out9sr=stati Cdartia-SY pf5baT16ii UMW= anOtheif doUttl-S juritectien, oi1Tcernenf In a (*bate
child care facility either in or out of state. The decision to disregard thws ate's interstate compact
services when these informal aiternatives are offered Is dependent upon th state court and Is not
reported to ttie compact office. Funding for the out-of-state placement requires local or private resour-
ces because there are no state funds available for out-of-state placements.

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

The Department of Human Resources, Division of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Substance Abuse
Services (DMH/MR/SAS) provides a number of services, mainly through its Child Mental Health Section
(CMHS). DMH/MR/SAS also provides a large percentage of funding for 41 locally administered public mental
health centers. Although North Carolina has been a member of the interstate Compact on Mental Health
since 1959, DHR, DMH/MR/SAS, and the local area mental health centers do not place out of state since
this practice Is proscribed under a recent attorney general's opinion. His opinion stressed tfhe
abrogation of patients' rights In out-otstate placements In that the state's protection of patio ts
could not be extended beyond the state's 6oundaries. The opinion also questions the expenditure of st to
funds for out-of-state services.

F. Recent Developments

The 1979 North Carolina General Assembly enacted legislation to establish a state-level New
Generation Interagency Committee as a means of strengthening families within the state and to improve
services to these families and their children. The legislation also authorized (but does not require)
the establishment of smnty-level committees aimed at the same purpose, to be initiated by any board of
county commissioners.4

IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

This section of the North Carolina profile presents the results of the survey of state and local
agencies in summary tables and offers some descriptive remarks about the information that they provided.
The Information has been organized in such a way that it addresses the issues and concerns that were
raised in Chapter I with regard to the placement of Idnildran out of their state of rosidence.0
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A. The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

The presentation of survey findIngs,begins with a summary of all out-of-state placement actIvIty that
was discovered among state and local agencies In North Carolina. This summary, contained in Table 34-2,

Is offered to set the stage for the more detalled data to follow.

In one column there Is information from a state child welfare/juvenile justice agency, and In another
column information from another state juvenile justice agency. -The former category of information was
provided by the Department of Human Resources and the latter category indicates information provided by
the state courts. A note should be made In regard to out-of-state placements reported by the Department
of Human Resources. As discussed In Chapter 1, the study's purpose was to report the lkidence rate of

out-of-state practices In 1978. The DHR reported that a total of 192 children had been placed out of

North_Carollna in years erevlo t 1978 LIT could not determine the s cific number of such placements
arranged during 1978.. The only reported placements that were determined to have been InItlated In 19113

were 25 adoptive placements.

The majority of out-of-state placements made by public agencies came from local child welfare agen-
cies and the state district courts. Placement by these agencies accounted for 93 percent of these

reflected In Table 34-2. Local education agencies arranged 24 out-of-state placements In 1978. The low

placement activity by tho state and local mental health and mental retardation agencies reflects the

successful Implementation of policies discussed In section III (i.e., no state monies exist for

out-of-state placement purposes).

TABLE 34-2. NORTH CAROLINA: NUMBER OF CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY STATE AND LCCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Levels of
Government

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Child Welfare/
Juvenite Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation Total

State Agency
Placementsa

Local Agency
Placements

Total

*
b

268c

268

0

24

24

.134

134

4

I

5

138

293

431

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded Indepen-
dently or under a colirt order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others
directly involving .ao state agency's asslstance or knowledge. Refer to Table 34-15
for specific information regarding state agency Involvement in arranging out-of-

state placements.

b. The Department of Human Rosources could only report 25 adoption placements
which wore arranged out ot state In 1978. The department also reported 192 place-

ments which had been made Orior to and including the 1978 reporting years.

c. Represents only local child welfare placements; juvenile justice services
are a state-level activity.

Table 34-3 further defines out-of-state placement activities among local North Carolina agencles by
listing incidence figures for each agency in each county of North Carolina. Ono local child welfare

agency predominates among the ones which reported out-of-state placements. This agency, which reported
73 placements, serves Cumberland County which Is the Fayetteville SMSA. Placements by the other local

child welfare agencies came from throughout the state, but primarily from agencies In the large urban

counties. Over ono-half of the 19 SMSA counties wer responsible for nearly 50 percent of all reported

child welfare placements. Higher placement incidences also occurred In Guilford, Onslow, and Catawba
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Counties. In total, 79 percent of all child welfare placements were made by counties having Juvenile
populations over 10,000. Among less populated counties, the Vance County (also a border county to
VIrgInla) chile welfare agency placed the most children out of state In 1978, with a total of slx
reported placements.

The pattern of placements by the local school districts Is quite similar to what was found for local
child welfare agencies, While the total number of placements by these agencies Is relatively few, more
than one-half of the 24 children were placed by agencies serving more populated counties. The largest
number of childrem placed by local education agencies was placed by one school district In Mecklerburg
County, a border SMSA county. The only mental health/mental retardation placement was reported by the
Alamance-Caswell Counties' agency, the former county being part of an SMSA and the latter, a tar less-
populated one, bordering Virginia.

,

TABLE 34-3. NCRTH CAROLINA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS NO THE NUMBER
OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING
PLACEMENTS

County Name

1978

Populatlona
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

Child
Welfare Education

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Aiamance 17,313 2 0
Alexander 4,066 0 0
Allegheny 1,382 0 0
Anson 4,628 0 0 41,

Ashe 3,494 0 0

Avery 2,443 0 0
Beaufort 6,996 3 est 1

Bertie 4,277 2 1 --
Bladen 5,438 2 0
Brunswick 6,173 4 I

Buncombe 24,004 4 est 1

Burke 11,514 * 0
Cabarrus 13,143 3 0
Caldwell 11,777 5 0
Camden 1,161 0 0

. Carteret 6,024 2 0 --

Caswell 3,806 2 0
Catawba 17,668 12 est 0 0
Chatham 5,383 0 1

Cherokee 2,871 0 0

Chowan 2,006 0 0
Clay 960 2 0
Cleveland 14,478 2 0 0
Columbus 9,728 2 0
Craven 12,266 8 est 0

Cumberland 42,204 73 est 1 0
Currituck 1,711 0 0
Dare 1,423 1 0 --
Davidson 18,331 3 1 0
Davle 3,653 0 0

Duplln 7,446 1 0
Durham 21,975 * 0
Edgecombe , 11,350 2 est 0
Forsyth 39,216 7 0
Franklin . 4,972 0 0

NC-6
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TABLE 34-3. (Conti nued )

Number of CHILDREN

County Name

1978
Populationa

(Age 8-17)

Placed durthg 1978

Child
Wel f are Education

Monte! Health and
Mental Retardation

Gaston
Gates

28,633
1,480

0
0

, 0
1

Graham 1, 347 0 0

Granvi I le i 6,180 0 0
3,077 0 0Gre.ne

Gu 1 I ford 51,232 19 est 0 0

Hal Ithx
Harnett

10,796
9,279

3
3

0
0

0 ..,

Haywood 7,258 1 0 ..
Henderson 7,911 4 0

\Hertford 4,624 0 0 -.
Hoke 3,917 0 0
HYde 979 0 0 --
I reds 1 1 13,987 4 1 --
Jackson 3, 548 0 0 ..

Johnston 11,738 2 1 0

Jones 1,779 0 0 -- I

Lee \ 6,115 4 0 ---
Lenoir 10,648 0 0 0

Lincoln 6,804 0 0 --

McDowell 6,011 0 0 --
Macon 2,578 0 O. --
Madison 2,681 2 0 --
Marti n 4,936 0 0

,Meck I enburg 67,667 4 7 0

M itche I 1 2,245 0 0

Montgomery 3, 534 .. . 0 0
Moore 7,331 0 0

Nash 11,782 5 0

New Hanover 16,996 , * 0

Northhampton 4,387 3 0

Ons I ow 19,554 17 est 0 0 N:24

Orange 9,131 3 1

Pam! I co 1,627 0 0

Pasquotank 4,844., 0 0

Pender 3,820 0 0

Perqulmans 1,397 0 0

Person 5,008 0 0

PittN. 12,708 5 0 0

Polk 1,868 0 1

Randolph 14,423 0 0 0

R ichmond 7,580 0 1

Robeson 19,511 9 0
Rockl n m 1 13,845 5 0 0

Rowan 14,823 3 est 0

Rutherford 8,706 2 1
--

Sampson 8, 976 0 0 --
Scotland 5, 572 3 est 1

Stan1y 7,409 3 est 0

Stokes 4,995 0 0 --

NC-7
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Via

-11)TABLE 34 -1. (Continue

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Ago 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

Child
Welfare Education

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Surry
Swain

Transylvania
Tyrrell
Union

Vance
..

W.

9,684
1,855

3,706
621

11,898

6,193
492_

0
0
0

0
8

:

0
0

1

0
0

*

2
Warren
Washington
Watauga

Wayne
Wilkes
Wilson
Yadkin
Yancey

3,169
2,866
3,873

17,164
9,667
11,120
4,391
2,487

est
0
0

0

4

0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

------0--

0
--

MO 00

Muiticounty Jurisdictions

Stanly,'Cabarrus, Union -- 0

Pasbuotank, Chowan, Pirquimans,
Cahden, Dare, Currituck -- 0

Craven, Jones, Pamlico de 40 0

Edgecombe, Nnsh -- - - 0

Gaston,_Lincoin -- 0

Wilson, Greene .... ... 0
,

Len, Harnett 0

Transylvania, Henderion-- -- 0

Rutherford, Polk -- 0

Surry, Yadkin -- 0

Rowan, !mien, Davie -- 0

Alleghany, Ashe, Avery,
Watauga, Wilkes -- 0

/
Hertford, Bartle, Gates,
Northampton -- -- 0

Caldwell, Burke, Alexander,
McDowell .... -- 0

Orange, Person, Chatham -- 0

Vance, Warren, Granville,
Franklin -- 0

Beaufort, Washington, Tyrrell,
Hyde, Martin -
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TABLE 34-3. (Continued)

County Name

Number of CHILDREN

1978 Placed during 1978

Child-Populationa Mental Health and
(Agm 0-17) Welfare Education Mental Retardation

MultIcounty Juristictions
I-continued)

Moore, Hoke, Richmond,
Montgomery, Anson 0

Forsyth, Stokes

Jackson, Haywood, Macon,
Cherokee, Clay, Graham,
Swain - _

- 0

0

Buncombe, Madison, Mitchell,
Yancey -- 0

Sampson, Duplin I

Alamance, Caswell -- 0

New Hanover, Brunswick, ,
Ponder .. 0

Robeson, Bladen, Scotland,.'
Columbus

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may incjudo
duplicate count) 268 est 24

Total Number of Local
, Agencies Reporting 100 145 4 1

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Estimates were devefoped by the,NatIonal Center of Juvenile Justice
using data from two sources: tho 1970 national census and the National Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census.

B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

This section of tho survey rusults from local government agencies begins with a description of the
extent of local agencies' involvement in out-of-state placement. Table 34-4 Indicates that the study
received an excellent response rate among local agencies In North Carollna. All agencies contacted par-
ticipated in the survey and only three local child welfare agencies, serving Burke, Durham, and Now
Hanover Counties, and one school district, located in Union County, could not report fulIV on their
placement activities in 1978.

Less than one-half of the 100 child welfare ogencies contacted reported placing children Into other
states in 1978 for care and treatment, as did,12 percent of tho local school districts. Only ono mental
health ageificy reported being Involved In out-of-state placements in that year.
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TABLE 34-4, NORTH CAAOL1NA: INE INVOLVEMENT OF LCCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN
1978

Response Categories

_Nurnber,ofAcatc2f24._
Child

, Mental Health and
Welfar Education Mental Retardation

Agencies Which Reported
Out-of-State Placements

Agencies Which Did Not
Know If They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of
Children 3 1

46 17

Agencies Which,Old Not
Place Out of State 51 127

1

0

%,....Agencies Which Did Not .
Participate in the
Survey 0 0 0

Total! Local Agencies 100 145 41

"a

N, The reasons why out-of-state placements were not made by nonplacing local agencies were elicited.
'NT11.t. reasons appeer with the number of agencies responding to them In Table 34-5. Seventy-three percent

of the local child welfare agencies reported that placements were not made out of North Carolina twause
thsNstrts had sufficient services availableto meet the children's needs. Eight agencies reported that
they cited sufficient funds. Interestingly, three agencies reported that they lacked statutoryVIauthor! to place out of *tate. Moog the "other" responses, one agency reported that It was got aware
of avallab ID,cut.-of-state resources.,

The local school districts gave responses similar to those of the child welfare agencies, but at a
benerally higher equencv. Again, specified in the "other" category, several school districts statedtile parents disap oved of using an out-of-state placement setting, two agencies were not aware of
existing out-of-state services, and two agencies stated that placement out of state was against the
districts' policy.

.

,

Over three-fourths of
\
tke local mental health and mental retardation agencies reported that place-

rents were not made out of N th Carolina because they lacked statutory authority to do so, demonstrating
widespread awareness of the p ibition against using public funds to support out-of-state placements.
Several agencies stated that th tl did not have the funds for out-of-state placement purposes and others

ifelt that they had sufficient serArs, in North Carolina. Among the responses specified in the "other"
category, four agencies stated the \*It was against their policy, three agencies reported that parents
disapproved of out-of-state placemen'ik and two agencies stated that they were unfamiliar with available
out-of-state resources. .
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TABLE -5. NCRTH CAROLINA: REASONS REPORTED BY LCCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING.CUT-OF -STATE PLACEMENTS

, IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of Staten

Number,of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)

. Child
Welfare

Mental Health and
Education Mental Retardation

Lacked Statutory Authority 3 6 31

Restricted') 0 I o

Lacked Funds 8 49 15

Sufficient Services Available
in State 37 110 7

Othern 35 35 14

Number of Agencies Reporting No
Out-of-State Placements 51 127 40

Total Number of Agencies
Represented in Survey 100 145 41

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for 'not
state placements.

arranging out-of-

b. Generally included restrictions based on agency policy, executive order,
compliance wlih certain federai and state guidelines, and specific court
orders.

c. Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, Involved too much red tape,
and were Tnohibltive because of distance.

Wmall....01111111..111111.601.1111.11

Public agencies sometimes enlist the assistance of other public agencies in out-of-state placement
processing. Table 34-6 indicates the extent to which local agencies in North Carolina reported the
occurrence of Interagency cooperation in making out-of-state placehents In 1978 and the number of placer-
mints which were subject to this collaboration. The table indicates that this type of involvement was
less frequent for the placing school districts than for the local child welfare agencies. About 83 per-
cent of the child welfare agencies reported cooperating with other public agencies in the course of
placing 52 percent of the children out of state. Thirty-flve percent of the local school districts, on
the other hand; reported-enlisting the aid of other public agencies In making 50 percent of all place-
mnts.1 The onv mental health and mental retardetiLn agency which reported an out-of-state placement in
1978 c perated In the arrangement of that placement.

Th discussion In elections II and III of this profile about the placement poq&y and practices Of
local vusntal health and mental retardation agencies described an out-of-state plac nt restrictiondue
to an attorney general's opinion and the subsequent prohibition on the use of state funds for such
plac ts. The one pI)cing agency's report of Interagency cooperation in Its one placement may explain
this octcurrsnc., despite the above-mentioned restrictions.



TABLE 54-6. NCRTH CAROLINA; THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE acr4oF -STATE PLACEMENTS BY LCCAL AGENCIES
IN 1978

Number and Percentsae, by Agency Type
e1T TWA oin11

Child Welfare Education Mental Retardation
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out -of-
State Olacementsa 46 46 17 12 1 2

AGENCIES-Reporting Out -of-
State Placements with

38 83 6 35 1 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State 268 100 24 100 1 100

Number of CHILDREN Pieced
Out of State with

140 52 12 50 1 100

a. See Table 344.

{
6

All local agencies reporting OUt-of-state placements were asked to describe the characteristics of
the children placed In 1978, according to a list of conditions and statuses. Table 34-7 indicates that,
by far, battered, abandoned, or neglected children were reporTed to be placed out of North Carolina bylocal child welfare agencies. Adopfed Children were also mentioned with a high frequency. Unruly/disruptive and mentally III and eMotionally disturbed Children were equally mentioned as being sent out

r
meof N th Carolina for treatnt and,care. Children with problems related to substance abuse, physicallyhand capped children, and youth In eed of speclal education were also reported by the local child

welfa e agencies to be sent out of ,state.

The local school districts reported sending children who had special education needs, as well as
children who were mentally III, on mentally retarded or developmentally disabled, out of state In 1978.
Some children with multiple handldaps were also sent out of North Carolina by local school districts.
Single districts reported sanding:utistic children and unruly/disruptive youth to another state. The
one child sent by the mantel h ith and mental retardation agency was described' as mentally ill/
emationally disturbed.

I
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TABLE 34 -' NORTH CAROLINA: CONOITIO S OF CHILDREN PLACED OOT

1

i
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPOTEO BY LCCAL AGENCIES

Typos of Conditionsa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child
Welfare Education

Mental Health and
Mental Retardalion

Physically Handicapped 2 2 0

Mentally Retarded or
Developmentally Disabled

u
0 7 0

Unruly/Disruptive 5 1 0

Truant 0 0 0

Juvenile Delinquent 0 0 0

Mentally III/Emotionally
Disturbed 5 7 1

Pregnant 0 0 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems 2 0 .0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected 39 0 0

Adopted 14 0 0

Special Education Needs \ 1 8 0

Multiple Handicaps 1 5 0

Otherb 12 1 0

Number of Agencies Reporting 46 17 1

a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition.

b. Generally included foster care placements, autistic children, and status
offenders.

C. Detailed Data from Phase 11 Agencies

If more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional information was
requested. The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase II
agencies. The responses to the additional questions are reviewed In this section of North Carolina's
state profile. Wherever references are made to Phase 11 agencies, they are intended to reflect those
local agencies which reported arranging five or more out-of-state placements In 1978. It is important to
bear In mind that the Jurisdiction of school districts contacted Is smaller than the counties containing
them. For that reason, multiple agencies may have reported from each county and tho incidence reports In
the table are the aggregated reports of all school districts within them.

The relationship between the number of local agencies surveyed and the total number of children
placed out of stato, and agencies and placements In Phase 11 Is illustrated In Figure 34-1. Clearly,
Phase II agencies represent a relatively small proportion of the agenJles which actually arranged
outrof7state placements In 1978. However, Figure 34-1 also shows that the placements arranged by Phase II
child welfare agencies account for a significant percentage of the total number of out-of-state
placements reported by both local child welfare agencies.

NC-13
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FIGURE 34-1. NORTH CAROLINA: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NU4BER
OF LCCAL AGENCIES SLRVEYED AND PLACEMENTS
REPORTED, APO AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN
PHASE II BY AGENCY TYFS

Child
Welfare Education

Number of AGEN:1ES

Number of AMR:1ES Reporting
Out-of-State Placements In
1978

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Plecements in
.1978 (Phase II Agencies)

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State In 1978

Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase II Agencles

Percentage of Reported Placements
In phase II

1.

268

179

r-

Flgure 34-2 illustrates the county Jurisdictions of the local Phase 11 agencies. Th map pinpoints

tho location of the 14 counties which contained Phase II agencies. Five of these cou les are within

SMSAs: Cumberland, Fors th, Guilford, Mecklenburg, and Union.
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County

A. Caldwell
B. Catawba
C. Craven
D. Cumberland
E. Forsyth
F. Guilford
G. Mecklenburg
H. Nash
I. Onslow

4m0Pitt
e! Robeson
L. Rockingham
M. Union
U. Vance

01 5

KEY

IIChild Welfare Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

IfEducation Phase II Agency
Jurisdiction



Those local Phase 11 agencies were asked to report the number of children who were placed In various
states. Reported destinations are summarized In Table 34-8. All seven local education placement
destinations were reported, while only 43 of the 179 children's destinations were reported by the 13
Phase II child welter. agencies. The Phase II child welfare agencies most frequently sent children into
neighboring Virginia. Next in frequency of use was Tennessee, which received four children. Children
were sent to a total of 23 states throughout the country, and the District of Columbia, including the
states which aro contiguous to North Carolina and to two very distant states, Alaska and Hawaii.

The one Phase II local school district located In Mecklenburg County placed children into five
states, which included three border states: Georgia, South Carolina, and Virginia.

TABLE 34-8. NORTH CAROLINA: DEST1NATICNS OF CHILDREN PLACED
BY LCCAL PHASE II AGEKIES IN 1978

Destinations of Childrkn
Placed Out of State

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Welfare Education

Alabama 0
Alaska 2 0
California 2 0
Connecticut 0
District of Columbia 0

Florida 3 0
Georgia 3
Hawaii 0
Illinois 0
Louisiana 2 0

Maryland 2 0
Massachusetts
Michigan 0
New Jersey 0
New York 3 0

Ohio 2 0
Oregon I 0
South Carolina I I

Tennessee 4 0

Texas I I

Utah I 0
Virginia 9 I

West Virginia I 0
Wisconsin I 0

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by Phase II
Agencies 136 0

Total Number of Phase II
Agencies 13

Total Number of Children
Placed by Phase II
Agencies 179 7

Figure 34-3 complements the destination information provided In Table 34-8 by Illustrating the
placements made by the reporting local agencies to states contiguous to North Carolina. Forty percent of
the children for whom destinations were reported were placed In border states.
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FIGURE 34-3. NORTH CAROLINA: THE NUMBER OF CHILCREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO NCRTH CAROLINA
BY LCCAL PHASE II AGENC1ESa

a. Local Phase II child welfare agencies reported destinations for 43 children. Local Phase II
education agencies reported the destinations for seven children.

The local Phase II agencies reported their reasons for placing children out of North Carolina. Their
responses can be found in Table 34-9. The 13 Phase II child welfare agencies most often mentioned that
they placed cut of state In order to have children live with relatives. One agency reported 'that
out-of-state placements were an alternative to using a state institution. The one reporting local school
district gave three reasons why the seven children were placed out of North Carolina. The district felt .
that they had previous success with a facility, that the child could not adapt to an in-state placement
setting, and that the setting chosen was an alternative to using a public North Carolina institution.



icy

TABLE 34-9. NORTH CAROLINA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE II
AGENCIES

Reasons for Placementa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child
Welfare Education

Receiving Facility Closer to Child's Home,
Despite Being Across State Lines

Previous Success with Receiving Facility

Sending State Lacked Comparable Services

Standard Procedure to Place Certain Children
Out of State 0

Children Failed toltdapt to In-State
Facilities 0 1

Alternative to In-State Public
Institutionalization

To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental)

Other

Number of Phase II Agencies Reporting

1

12

3

13 1

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement.

Local Phase II agencies also reported the type of setting that was most frequently selected to
receive children In that year. Their responses are summarized in Table 34-10. Foster homes or
relatives' homes were the settings most frequently used by the local child welfare agencies. Residential
treatment or child care facilities most frequently received dhildren placed out of state by the reporting
local school district In North Carolina.
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TABLE 34-10. NCRTH CAROLINA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF AP*RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LCCAL FHASE
AGEWIES IN 1978

Categories of
Residential Settings

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child
'Welfare Education

Residential Treat:ant/Child Care Facility 0

Psychiatric Hospital
S 0

Boarding/Military School 0

Foster Homo 4

Group Home 0

Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 9

Adoptive Home 0

Other 0

Number of Phase 11 Agencies Reporting 13

Table 34-11 describes the monitoring practices used by Phase 11 agencies for out-of-stat placementsIn 1978. Most child welfare agencies receive quarterly or semiannual written progress reports. Severalagencies reported making telephone calls to the placement setting cm an irregular or quarterly basis. Inaddition, a few child welfare agencies reported making on -sit. visits to assess chIldren's progress atirregular Intervals.

The local school district stated that annual written progress riports and telephone calls were usedto keep informod about children placed out of state In 1978.
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TABLE 34-II. NORTH CAROLINA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT -
OF -STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LCCAL
PRASE II AGEWIES IN 1978

Frequency of

Number of AGENCIEga

Child
Methods of Monitoring Practice Welfare Education

r...----
Written Progress Reports Quarterly' 7 0

Semiannually 5 0

Annually 0 I

Otherb I 0

On-Site Visits Quarterly 0 0

Semiannually 0 0

Annually 0 0

Otherb 3 0

Telephone Cal Is Quarterly 1 0

Semiannually 0 0

Annually 0

Otherb 4 0

Other Quarterly 2 0

Semiannually 0 0

Annually 0 0

Otherb 3 0

Total Number of Phase II
Agencies Reporting 13

01..m.....m.
a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. Included monitoring practices which did.not occur at regular intervals.

Local expenditures were also reported by these same Phase II agencies. Slx of the 13 local child

welfare agencies reported spending $40,301 for out-of-state placement purposes. The local school

district reported supplying $14,000 in support of its out-of-state placements.

D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencos

The survey of local agencies in North Carolina also determined tho extent to which interstate
compacts were utilized to arrange out-of-state placements. A review of Table 34-12 indicates that 16 of

the 64 agencies which placed children out of state In 1978 reported that none of their placements were

arranged through an Interstate compact. Among local child welfare agencies, four of tho five agencies
reporting a lack of compact use placed four or fewer children out of state In 1978. Only ono Phase II

child welfare agency failed to use a compact. The 12 Phase II child welfare agencies reporting compact
use rolled mostly on the ICPC; however, three agencies reported use of the ICJ.

In considering the findings about compact utilization among SCh00i districts and the local mental

health and retardation agency,__It_should be understood that there Is no compact applicable to placements

in private psychiatric hospitals or facIlities primartly educational in nature. Consequently, the

comparatively low use of compacts by tho school districts and the mental health and retardation agency Is

understandable, If their placements were made In those typos of facilities.
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TABLE 34-12. NCRTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE CCMFACTS
BY LCCAL AGEhCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYFE

aM.M.I......M.M...V1,
Number of AGEWIES

,Local Agencies Which Placed Child Mental Health end
Children Out of Stat. Welfare Education Mental Rtardation

'NLMBER OF LCCAL_AGENCIES PLACING
FOLR OR LEss-cHromer--- 33 16

Numbe-Using Compacts 29 2

Number Not Using Compacts 4 9

Number with Compact Use
Unknown 0 5

NUMBER OF FHASE II AGDCIES

13 1
PLACING, CHILDREN

Number Using Compacts

interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children

12 0

Yes 10 0
No 3 1

Don It -Know 0 0

I nters tate Compact on Ju van I I es

Yes 3 0
No 9 1

Don't Know

interstate Compact on Mental Health

1 0

Yes 0 0
No 13 1

Don't Know 0 0

Number Not Using Compacts 1 1

Number with Compact Use Unknown 0 0

TOTALS

Number of AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State 46 17

Number of AGUCIES Using Compacts 41 2

Number of AGEfICIES Not Using
Compacts 5 10

Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Use Unknown 0 5

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

-- denotes Not AppiIcable.

,..

Further knowledge concerning the utilization of interstate compacts is acquired through consideration
of the information given in Table 34-13. This table indicates the number of children who were or wer
not placed out of state with a compact. An examination of the overall trend shows that a total of 36
children wore placed in out-of-state rosidential care In 1978 without the use of a compact. Two hundred
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and two out-of-state placements wer known to have been arrangi- through a ccapact. The information
given about childrn placed by Phase II agencies shows that the ICFC was used most frequently to process
such placements.

TABLE 34-13. NORTH CARObINA: NUMBER OF PLNDEMENTS AND TI,E
UTILIZATION Cf INTERSTATE COMFACTS BY LCCAL
AGENDIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN

Child
Children Placed Out of State Welfare Education

Mental Health and
Mental Retardatlon

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGEWIES
REPOUTNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 89 17

Number Placed with Ccapact Use 29 2

Number Placed without Coapact Use 10 10

Number Placed with Compact
Use Unknowna 50 5 0

CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE II AGEhC1ES 179 7 0

Number Placed wlth Ccapact Use 171 0 --

Number through Interstate Compact
on tho Placement of Children 159 0

Number thrOugh Interstate
Compact on Juveniles 12 0 --

Number through Interstate
Compact C4 Mental Health 0 0

Number Placed without Compact Uso 8 7

NUmber Placed with Ccapact Use
Unknown 0 0

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out
of State 268 24 1

Number of CHILDREN Placed
w ith Compact Use 200 2 0

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Ccapact Use 18 17

Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use Unknown 50 5 0

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Agencies which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was usod to arrange any out-
of-state placement. Therefore, if a oompact was used, only ono placement Is
indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are included In the
category "number placed with compact use unknown."
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A graphic summarization of the findings regarding compact utilization among local child wOlfare and

ducation agencies In North Carolina Is illustrated In Figures 34-4 and 5. Theso figures portray the
percentage of out-of-state placeaents reported by these agencies which were compact arranged, noncompact
arranged, and those for which Fompact use was undetermined.

*
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1

GURE 34-4. NORTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES
IN 1978

268
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
NORTH CAROLINA
LOCAL CHILD
WELFARE AGENCIES
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FIGURE 34-5. NORTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OrINTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES
IN 1978

24

CHILDREN PLACED

OUT OF STATE BY
NORTH CAROLINA
LOCAL EDU:ATION

AGENC,ES

1

I.
405'./

"0"
4 .0"

21% Cnm
-"PACT ,

8% COMPACT ARRANGED

4C:4 \

Table 34-14 displays the results from a final analysis of compact utilization ilicorporating the
practices o: state as well as local agencies. This table allows for an examination of thle relationship
between the total number of out-of-stato placements arranged by both state and local agencies In 1978,
and the number of compacl'-arrangsd placements reported by state agencies.

, Unfortunately, the DHR did not report the required information necessary for an overall assessment of
compact use among local and state child w(141re agencies, and state-administerod Juvenile correctional
servtces. Compacts were not utilized for the 24 children placed out of state by education agencies,
according to DPI-reported data. Forty-fIv, percent of the placements reported by s.tate courts were
compact arranged. Finally, it can be otselvec that only one out-of-state placament Involving mental
health and mental retardation agencies was compact arranged.
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TABLE 34-14. NORTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED 8Y STATE AGEhDIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Child Welfare/ Juvenile Mental Health and:
Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local Agency-Arranged
Placements

Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements

I

Reported by,State Agencies

Percentage of Compact -
Arranged Placements

*a 24 I34b 5

25 0 60 1

45 20

* denotes Not Available.

a. The local chIldwelfare agencies rep rted arranging 268 placements. The
Department of Human Resc>urces could only rep rt 25 adoption placements which were
arranged out of state In i1978.

b. The information reflects the activitieslof state courts.

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies
,

i

\
The Involvement of North Carolinestate agencies In out -of-stete placement often Involves supervising

and funding piacomonts rather than being Involved In the actual case management, decislonmakIng, and
arrangements. . The exception to this rule Is the placement 01 children In other states by North
Carolina's state district courts. TablAr,34-15 indicates their reported involvement as well as th...i of
the other state agencies. As previolsly mentioned In the discusilon of Table 34-15, the Department of
Human Resources was only able to give the 1978 prevalence rat. of rth Carolina children out of state.

io
Twenty-five adoptions wore the only reported out-of-state placemen determined to be Initiated In 1978.
The Department of Public Instruction rotported 33 locally arranged pl cements, a differing number than the
24 placements reportd by the 145 sch I districts.

The state courts were highly invol od in the arrangement of out- f -state placements In the reporting
year. Because the state courts were n.t asked questions similar to ttose asked of other state agencieS,
their report of placements were not 119ked to specific involvement ca egorles,. The 134 placements were
generally reportod,to have boon court-ordered and funded with state mories or arranged Informally without
any statefunds supplied. The DMH/MR/SAS reported 17 locally arrang d and lundi placements. It was
Indlcated'that the placements were vo'luntary In nature II..., arran ed by parents) and funded with
federal revenue. It should also boo recalled that only one out -of-stat placement was identified In the
local agency survey. The DMH,14R/SAS also rqport.d that they helped arr nge four placements for which no
eitate funds were required.
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TABLE 34-15, NORTH CAROLINA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES
TO REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Types of Involvement

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Child Welfare/ Juvenile Mental Health and
Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental RetardatiON

State Arranged and Funded 0 0 0

Locally Arranged but
State Funded 33

Ccmrt Ordered, but State
Arranged and Funded 0 0

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State
Funding 33

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State 17

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
the Placement 0 0 4

Other 0 1

Total Number of
Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or
Knowledgea *b 33 134 22

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officials In the particular state
agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which did not directly involve
affirmative action by the state agency but may simply indicate knowledge of certain out-of-
state placements through case conferences or through various forms of informal reporting.

b. The Department of Human Resources could only report that 2? adoption placements
were arranged in other states in 1978. The department also reported 192 children were In
placements outside of North Carolina at the time of this survey, placements which were
arranged prior to and during 1978.

Table 34-16 displays the destinations of children reported by state agencies as having been placed
out of North Carolina In 1978. Although full placement activity by DHR was not available, the 24
reported adoption placements are recorded with their destinations. Six of these children went to
Michigan and four were sent to Virginia. The remaining 15 children were placed ior adoption In nine
other states, one of which was Hawaii.

The Department of Public Instruction reported that Georgia, South Carolina, and Virginia, all border
states, received thu greatest number of children. Other states receiving one to two children included
most states In the southern region of the United States In which North Carolina is located.

Tho state district courts sent children to at least 16 sta:ds. The state receiving the most children
was Virginia. Florida received six childreh the second highest .umber, from the state courts. Other
children were sent Into all regions of the country, with the exception of the Pacific region.
Destinations of 9' children were not reported by the state courts due to the manner in which this
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Information was collected from those ageicies. Children's destinations reported by the state mental
health and mental retardation agency were in the states of Georgia, Florida, Pennsylvania, and Virginia,
two of which are border states.

TABLE 34-16. NORTH CAROLINA: DESTINAT,ONS Cf CHILDREN PLACED OOT
OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Arizona 0 0 1 0
Colorado 0 0 1 0
Connecticut 0 1 0
Florida 0 2 6 6
Georgia 1 8 2 9

Hawaii
1 0 0

Kentucky 0 2 2 0
Maryland 0 1 3 0
Massachusetts 0 2 0
Michigan 6 0 i 0

Minnesota 2 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 1 0
New Jersey 2 0 0
New York 2 0 1 0
Ohlo 0 0 3 0

Pennsylvania 2 2 1 4
South Carolina 2 4 2 0
South Dakota 0 4 0
Tennessee 2 2 1 0
Texas 1 2 3 0

Virginia 4 6 11 3
West Virginia 0 1 0

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State
Agencies 0 0 91 0

Total Number of Placements 25a 33 134 22

a. This informalion represents adoption placements only.

Similar to local agencies, the state agencies were asked to describe chiloren placed out of North
Carolina according to a variety of conditions and statuses listed in Table 34-17. The DHR and the state
courts indicated all possible conditions and statuses. The Department of Public Inttruction indicated
fewer conditions of children than the local school districts. This state agency reported children placed
out of state with conditions which included mental and multiple handicaps and emotional disturbance.
DMH/MR/SAS reported multiple handicaps, emotional disturbance, and unruly/disruptive behavior.
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TABLE 34-17. NORTH CAROLINA: CONDITIONS OF CHILCREN PIJQEO OUT OF STATE
IN 1978 AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENIES, BY AGEICY TYPE

Types of Conditions

ARency Typea

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice!, Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Physically Handicapped 0 0

WINtally Handicapped X X 0

Developmentally Disabled 0 X 0

Unruly/Disruptive 0 X X

Truants 0 X 0 /

Juvenile Delinquents 0 X

Emotionally Disturbed X X

///0

/ X

Pregnant

Drug/Alcohol Problems 0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected

Adopted Children 0 X 0

Foster Ohlidron 0 X 0

Other X X X

a. X indicates conditions reported.

b. The Department of Human Resources could only report the conditions and statuses of the
192 children reported to be placed out-of-dtate prior to and during 1978.

A question about the typo of setting most frequently receiving children placed out of state In 1978
was asked of state agencies. While this type of Information was not requested from the state courts, the
other state agencies could describe the category of placement most frequently used for children leaving
the state. DHR reported most frequently sending children to live with relatives. The Department of
Public instruction said thet special schools were usually contracted with as receiving facilities.
DMH/OR/SAS reported most frequently sending children to residential treatment or child care Institutions.

The state agencies wer further asked to report the amount of public expenditures for tho
out-of-state placements known to them. Table 34-18 shows only two agencies were able to provide any
informatIm. The Department of Public instruction spent $66,000 In state funds for placement purposes In
1978. DOH/MR/SAS reported $6,0,00 In federal monies being spent. In addition, DOH/MR/SAS noted that DHR
provided funds for most of their placements.
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TABLE 34-18. NORTH CAROLINA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGEICIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Levels of Government
Child Welfare/

juvenile Justice Education
Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

State * $66,000 * 0

Federal * * * $6,000

Local * * * *

Other *
* * *

Total Reported Expenditures * $66,000 * $6,000

* denotes Not Available.

F. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

In each state, state and local officials were asked to report the number of out-of-state placements
made or arranged by their respective agencies. Furthermore, state officials were asked to report
comparable data pertaining to the local agencies they supervise or regulate. In other words, the DPI was

)

f asked to report the number of out-of-state placements arranged by local school districts in 1978 and the
other state agencies were asked to report the same data concerning their counterparts in local
government.

Table 34-19 Indicates the percentage of state and local placements known to state agencies. It has
already been pointed out that the OHR was unable to report 1978 incidence data for the county department
of social services or the OMR itself, excePt for adoptions. The DPI and DMH/MIR/SAS both reported a
higher number of out-of-state placements than determined through an aggregation of state and locally
reported placements. The information reflected about state courts is relatively InsignIficant,in that
neither the Administrative Office of the Courts nor DHR could report the number of such placements
arranged by state courts. The 134 placements reflected in Table 34-19 represent data reported In a
survey of all, courts themselves.
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TABLE 34-19, NORTH CAROLINA: STATE AGEtCIES, KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements 24 134 5

Total Number of Placements
Known to State Agencies *b

33 134 22

Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies 100c 100 100c

* denotes Not Available.

a. The local child welfare agencies reported arranging 268 placments.

b. The Department of Human Resources could only report 25 adoption plactments which were
arranged out of state in 1978.

c. The state education and mental health/mental retardation agencies attributed more out
of state placements to their local counterparts than were identified In the local survey.

Figure 34-6 graphically reflects the data in Table 34-19, as well as compact utilization information
supplied Dy state agencies. Significant disparities are evident across agency types both with respect to
the number of placements known to state agencies and the use of compacts for the placements reported.
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FIGURE 34-6. NCRTH CAROLINA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE
AND LCCAL PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS,
AS REPORTED BY STATE AGEtsCIES, BY AGENCY
TYPE

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

State and Local Placements

State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies,

a. The local child welfare agencies reported arranging 26B placements. The Department of Human
Resources could only report 25 adoption placements which were arranged out of state In 1978.

b. Both the state education and mental health and mental retardation agencies attributed more out-of-
state placements to local agencies than were identified in the survey.

Juvenile
Justice

Merrial Health and
Mental Retardation

V. COINCLUDING REMARKS

A review of the information obtained from North Carolina state and local public agencies about their
involvement In out-of-state placeMent brings forward several factors of interest. The inability of the
Department of Human Resources to report all 1978 incidences of out-of-state placements is an obvious
omission In this profile. The juvenlle justice portion of thli agency's potential response, sought
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because of its administration of the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, was obtained by directly contacting
all state-operated courts In the state. It remains unknown, however, how much information DHR possesses
about court placements, considering that courts' reports of compact utilization reflect a 45 percent use
of this placement process. Similarly, the lack of DHR information about the involvement of the child
welfare section of the agency in the 1978 out-of-state placement of children to settings other than
adoptive homes leaves questions unanswered. Further findings from the state and local agency surveys
follow.

Local child welfare agencies and tne state courts were most frequently involved in the
placement of children out of North Carolina In 1978, utilizing an interstate compact for only
a portion of these placements into a large number of states, some at a great distance from
North Carolina.

A wide variety of conditions were used to describe children sent by local and state child
welfare agencies and the state courts to out-of-state settings in 1978. These agencies
reported those children to be most frequently placed In the homes of relatives.

Child welfare agencies serving the more populated counties of North Carolina were more likely
to place children out of state. The agencies not placing children In the reporting year, many
serving more rural areas, most often gave the existence of sufficient services for children
Within the state as their reason for not sending children out of North Carolina for care and
treatment.

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices in North Carolina in order to develop further conclusions about the state's
Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTES
---------

I. General Information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained In the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978.
111115rifa1life about. dTrect giTairffeir-Ttate and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

-----

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2. Popular Government, vol. 45, no. 3 (Winter 1980).
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A PROFILE OF CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN SOUTH CAROLINA
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11. METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about South Carolina from a variety of sourcs using a number
of data collect:on techniqus. First, a search for relvant state statuts and case law was undrtaken.
Next, telephon interviews were conducted with state officials who were abl to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a follow -
up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
stat agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

An assessment of out-of-state placenent policies and the adequacy of information reported by state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies in
arranging out-of-state placements. Fursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If it was necessary to:

verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A summary of the data colkection effort in South Carolina appears below in Tabl 41-1.

SC-1
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TABLE 41-1 SOUTH CAROLINA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Levels of
Government

Child
Welfare

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Juvenile
Education Justice

Mental
Health

Menta)
Retardation

State Telephone
Agencies Interview

Mailed Survey:
DSS officials

Local
Agencies

NOt Applicable
(State Offices)

Telephene
Interview

Wiled Survey:
DOE officials

Telephone
Survey:
10 percent
sample of the
92 local school
d1stricts to
verify state
reported place-
mentsa

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DJPA and DYS
officials

Not Applicable
(State Offices)

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DMH officials

Not Applicable
(State Offices

Telephone
interview

Mailed Survey:
DMR Officials

Not Applicable
) (State Offices)

a. Information attributed In this profile to the state's school districts was gathered
from the'state education agency and the ten percent sample.

III. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

South Carolina has the 40th largest land area (30,225 square miles) and Is the 26th most populated
state (2,815,762) In the United States. There are 23 cities with populations over 10,000 and seven
cities containing 25,000 or more people. Columbia, the capital, Is the most populated city with over
111,000. South Carolina has 46 counties. The estimated 1g73 population of persons eight to 17 years
old was 532,575.

There are four Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In South Carolina, with two SMSAs bor-
dering its continguous states of Georgia and North Carolina.

South Carolina ranks 48th nationally in total state and local per capita expenditures, 42nd in per
capita expenditures for education and 47th in per capita expenditures for public welfare.1

B. Child Welfare

Child welfare services In South Carolina are operated by departments of social services located In
each county which are directly under the administration of and funded by the South Carolina Department of
Social Services (DSS). Within DSS, the primary state office providing programs and financial assistance
to families, including foster families, Is the Office of Program Planning and Operations. This office
includes the Bureau of Human Services, Which, through Its Division of Children and Family Services, Is
responsible for protective services, foster care, day care, and adoptions. There Is also an Independent
state-admInistered and state-financed Children's Bureau whicu handles adoptions for the entire state.

South Carolina recently adopted tho Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (1CPC) and the
ccmpact took effect on July 1, 1980. Up until this time, South Carolina had an importation law In which
the Children's Bureau was designated as the agency to contact for the ormal arrangement of a piacement
into South Carolina. It was reported that during 1978,the interstate Placement Unit (IPU) of the DSS1
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Division bf Children and Family Services worked cooperatively with the Children's Bureau In providing
out-of-state placement services. 'The Children's Bureau accepted requests for adoption services and IPU
handled foster and relative care for both in-state and out-of-state placements.

C. rchication

--

South Carolina's Department of Education (DOE) has the major responsibility for its educational
system. Withi DOE Is the Office Of Programs for the Handicapped (OPH), which Is directly involved with
the placement of children In other states. South Carolina has 92 local school districts which are
responsible for\ providing the normal curriculum for grades K-12 In addition to specialized services for
handicapped chledren. Before any of the 92 local school districts can place a child out of state, they

-Anust prove that there are no other facilities or prddrams In the state capable of meeting a particular
child's special needs. The local school district's request must be approved by tho OPH.

D. Juvenile Justice

Sixteen family Courts serving the 46 counties have original jurisdiction over delinquent, neglected,
and abandoned chkiden under 17 years of age In South Carolina. Intake, probation, and aftercare
(parole) services are administered by the Department of Juvenile Placement and Aftercare (DJPA) through
six regional offices and 43 local offices, covering the state's '46 counties. This agency operates
community-based treatMent and alternative care programs In cooperation with the family courts and with
other service agencies and volunteer programs. Some of these programs involve the Department of Youth
Services, i,ihIch recently initiated counseling and shelter services for status offenders who have been
deinstitutionalized.

Adjudicated delinOonts are committed to the Department of Youth Services, Which operates a
diagnostic centar and three training facilities. The department also runs a statewide program of youth
bureaus that work with troubied teenagers and their families. The bureaus provide diagnostic,
dounieling, educational,land job training progrimi, along with special programs to divert first offenders
away from delinquency and the court system. Services Include recreational facilities, volunteer help,
and runaway shelters.

Out-of-state' placements are reportedly made pursuant to the provision of the Interstate Compact on
Juveniles (ICJ), of which South Carolina has been a member since 1970. The compact office within DJPA
nreports that although their unit helps to arrange for the out-of-state placement of juveniles on probe-
**ion or receiving aftercare, they have no funds for out-of-state maintenance other than for travel
expense to the juvenile's 4Alt-of-state destination.

E. Mental Health

Mental Iheaith programs In South Carolina are administered and financed by tho Department of Mental
Health (DM111). Tho department's Division of Community Mental Health Services operates 15 mental health
centers lokated throughout the state. Out-of-state placements made by the centre' office and tho centers
are reporladly made pursuant to the provisions of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health, When
applicabili) South Carolina has beon a member of thls compact since 1959.

$

3
;

I
ThojDopartment of Mental Retardation (DMR) In South Carolina operates four state facilities for the

mentallp retarded. In addition, DMR provides over 70 percent of the funds for community services deli-
vered In 100 locations. These services are purchased from private, nonprofit organizations such as South
Carola's Association for Retarded Citizens. The Department of Mental Retardation can purchase services
tor So th Carolina's children In out-of-state settings. It was reported that placements are made pur-

1
suant to the provisions of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health whon it entails a transfer between
pubil facilities.

I
.

F. Mental Retardation
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IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-40E- PLACEMENT pRACT10ES IN 1978

The results of the survey of South Carolina state and local agencies are presented In this section of
the state profile. The type of Information provided In the following tables corresponds to concerns and
Issues related to the out-of-state placement of children that were suggested In Chapter 1,

A. The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

Table 41-2 Introduces the survey results by summarizing the out-of-state placement activity that was
discovered among state and local agencies in South Carolina. The information in tho table indlcates
areas of greatest placement activity among agency types and levels of government and serves to frame the
size of the cohort of children placed out of South Carolina In 1978 to whial much of the subsequent fin-
dings refer.

Two stats-level juvenlle justIce agencies are reflected in Table 41-2 and other tables repotting
state agency data because both of these agencies needed to be contacted to obtain complete out-of-state
placement information. Juvenile Justice 1 refers to Information reported by the Departmerit of Juvenile
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenlle Justice II refers to Information reported by the Department of Youth
Services. .

Table 41-2 also Indicates that the only agencies operated under the auspices of local government that
provide serWces to Children are local school districts, which were minimally Involved In the placement
of children out of South Carolina. At the state level, the child welfare agency Is clearly the agency
most active In placing children Into other states, with 286 placements reported for 1978.

Tho Departments of Juvenile Placement and Aftercare, and Youth Services reported 18 and 10 out-of-
silts placements, respectively. Although these Incidence rates make these agencies next In overall acti-
vity after the child wslfare agency, they nowhere near approach the number of placements made by the
Department of Social Services.

Thetepartment of Education reported no direct involvement In out-of-state placement In 1978, while
the Department of Mental Health reported Involvement but was unable to Indicate how many children were
placed out of South Carolina In that year. The Department ot Mental Retardation was minimally Involved
In plachig children In other states, reporting only one placeaent In 1978.

SC-4
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TABLE 41-2. 'SOUTH CAROLINA: NUMBER OF og -OF -STATE
, PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY STATE.AND LOCAL

PLOLIC AGENCIES,IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of ' Child Juvenile Justicea Mental Mental
Government Welfare Education i II Health Retardatlon zTotal

State Agency
Placements')

Local Agency
Placements

"
Total

286

286

0

2

2

18 10 ,1 315

--
2

28 * 1 317

-- denotes Not Available.

* denotes Not Applicable.

a. Juvenile Justice I Indicates data,reported by the Department of Juvenile
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice 11 Indicates data reporttid by the
Department of Youth Services.

b. May include placements which the state agency arranged'and funded inde-
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and '

others directly Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to
Table 4177 for specific Information regarding state agency involvement in

arranging out-of-state placements.

Table 41-3 indicates that the two local education placements were initiated by sclvol district'S
located in the urban counties of Charleston and GreenvIlle. It Is Important po bear In mind that the
Jurisdiction of school districts contacted Is smaller than the countles containing them. For that
reason, multiple agencies may have reported from each county and the incidence reports in the table are
tho aggrooated reports of all school districts within them.

TABLE 41-3. SOUTH CAROLINA: 1978 YOUTH PONLATIONS AND THE
NUMBER OF-OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY
TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Age'8-17)

Number of C11LCREN
Placed during 1978

Education

Abbeville 3,748
Aiken 18,643
Allendale 2,030
Anderson 20,008
Bamberg 3,293

Barnwell 3,834-
Beaufort 10,072
Berkeley 15,845
Calhoun 2,253 't
Charleston 47,503

o
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TABLE 41-3. (Continued).

County Name

1978

PopuratIona
(Ag e 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed dtaring 1978

Education

Cherokee 7,494 0
Chester 5,646 0
Chesterfleld 6,993 0
Clarendon 6,032 0
Colleton 5,849 0

Darllngton 11,325 0
Dillon 6,658 0
Dorchestor 10,360 0
-Edgefield 3,297 0
Falrfleld 4,135 0

Florence 19,298 0
Georgetown 7,863 0
Greenville 47,195 1

Greenwood 9,631 0
Hampton s3,342 0

Horry
I

16,471 0
Jasper 2,.683 0
Kershaw 7,005 0
Lancaster 8,785 0
Laurens 8,971 0

Lee 3,987 0
Lexlngton 22,445 0
McCormick 1,684 0
Marlon 6,425 0
Marlboro 6,212 0

Newberry 5,243 0
Oconee 7,925 0
Orangeburg 15,306 0
Pickens 11,152 0
Richland 39,436 0

Saluda 2,919 0
Spartanburg 34 983 0

Sumter 17,721 0

Union 5,632 0
Williamsburg 7,890 0

York 17,353 0

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Ag3ncles I

(total may lnclud,
duplicate count). 2

'Total Number of Local
Agencles Reporting 92

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the NatIontl Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census.
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B. The Out-o;iState'Pl alacement Practices of Loc Agencies

The information presented in this section of the profile appears in condensed forM, compared to the

local agency sections of other profiles, because of the minimal out-of-state'placement at the local level

In South Carolina. Most of the Information which is presented for all local agencies Is presented In

narrative form rather than with summary tables because of this small amount of activity.'

Table 41-4 describes the involvement of two of the 92 school difstricits in out-of-state placement

practices, while the remaining 90 school districts reported no such activity.

TABLE 41-4. SOUTH CAROLINA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LCCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978

Number of ACENCIES, by Agency Type

Response Categories Education

;

4oncles Which Reported Out-of-State
Placements 2

Agencies Which Did Not Know If They
Placed, or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of Children 0

Agencies Which Did Not Place Out
of State 90

Agencies Which Did Not Participate
In the Survey 0

Total Local Agencies 92

Table 41-5 indicates the reasons reported by the 90 nonpiacing school districts for not making out-

of-state placements in 1978. NInety-sIx percent of these local education agencies said that nc place-

ments were made because of the presence of sufficient services In South Carolina to meet Children's

serv ce needs. One agency reported the lack of statutory authority prevented this type of placement.

SC-7 .
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TABLE 41-5. SOUTH CAROLINA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing'
Children Out of Statea

Number of Local AGENCIES

by Reported Reason(s)

Lacked Statutory Authority

Restricted

Lacked Funds

Sufficient Services Avellablo In State

Otherb

Number of Agencies Reporting No Out-of-State
Placements

Total Number of Agencies Represented in
Survey

Education

1

0

0

86

5

90

92

a. Some agencies reported more than
state placements.

b. Generally Included such reasons as
overall agency policy, were disapproved by
and were prohibitive because of distance.

one reason for not arranging out-of-

out-of-state placements were against
parents, Involved too much red tape,

Both plLcements were arranged independently by the school districts, without the cooperation of other
public agencies. The two children placed by these school districts were described as mentally retarded
or developmentally Cisabled, or mentally ill/emotionally disturbed, and one of the agencies reported that
the child placed wa: In need of special education services.

There were no local agencies In South Carolina which placed more than four children out of state in
1978 and, therefore, no agancles were requested to provide the Information collected from Phase II agen-
cies as In other states.

C. Use of interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

The survey of local cducation agenc In South Carolina also determined the extent to which
interstate compacts were utilized to arrange out-of-state placements. Graphic representation of the
Information gathered about compact utilization Is illustrared In Figure 41-1. This figure shows that no
children were placed out of South Carolina by school districts with the use of a compact. It should be
recalled that placements into facilities solely educational In nature are not under the purview of any
compact.
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FIGURE 41-1. SOUTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION-CF INTERSTATE
CCMPACTS BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978

2
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
SOUTH CAROLINA
LOCAL EDUCATION

AGENCIES

0% COMPACT ARRANGED

Oz

0,sse.

(to
$),

0

dit

South Carolina state agencies reported their knowledge of Interstate compact utSlization in 1978, as

well. Table 41-6 reflects those state agency responses, indicating full compact use for placements

reported by the child welfare, Juvenile justico, and mental retardation agencies. The state education

agency, like the local agencies, reported no compact use in 1978, and the mental health agoncy could not

provide compact information.
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TABLE 41-6. SOUTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION CF INTERSTATE
CCMFACTS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, IN
1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Child
Welfare Education

Juvonlie Justice Mental
Health

Mental
Retardationi 11

Total Number of State and
Local Agency-Arranged
Placement& 286 2 18 10 1

Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements
Reported hy State Agencies 286 0 18 10 * 1

Percentage of Compact-
Arrarled Placements 100 0 100 100 * 100

* denotes Not Available.

a. Juvenile Justice I Includes data reported by the Department of Juvenile
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice II Indicates data reported by the
Department of Youth Services.

D. The Cut-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

The state agency placement Information provided in Table 41-2 at the beginning of this profile is
further specified in Table 41-7, +Mich indicates that the state chlld welfare agency was the only state
-dgehty PITIOUng ataldhin -out-of South Carolina with more than one of the types of involvement specified in
the table. The out-of-state placement of 88 percent of all of those reported by the state child welfare
agency were arranged and funded by the agency. Five placements were arranged and funded pursuant to the
order of a court, and the agency helped to arrange one placement in the absence of explicit legal or
financial responsibility for the child involved. The remaining 30 placements, whictl are 10 percent of
all children placed by the money, involved the agency,in other ways, incl.:ding placenents Ilinto institu-
tions and group homes outside the state, adoptive placements with foster parents, Independent (voluntary)
placements, independent adoptions, court custody suits," and placements which were financed by Charleston
County revenues.

-

The state education agency reported funding three locally arranged placements. The survey of focal
agencies proved this information to include one child who had been placed outside of the public scheol---
district but not outside of Sonth Carolina. The Department of Mental Retardatioruarcenged-amd -funded the
placement of a single child into another state in 1978.

With regard _to_juvenfleXitice agencies, the Department of Juvenile Placenent and Aftercare
(Juvenile Justice 1) placed 18 children obt of state through othor forms of Involvement than those spe-
cified in the table, but did not explain how these placeaents occurred. The Department of Youth Services
(Juvenile Justice II) helped to arrange placement out of South Carolina in 1978 for ton children for whom
others were legally and flnanclally responsible,

Department of Mental Health indicated involvement in out-of-state placement in the same way as the
Department of Youth Services, but did not specify +he number of ch!ldren involved.

In general, state agencies 11 South Carolina, particularly the chlid wellare pgency, demonstrated
excellent ability to report their involvement in placing children out of state and the number of children
subject to thoso forms of involvement.
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TABLE 41-7. SOUTH CAROLINA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-
STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Types of involvement

Number of CH1LOREU Reported
Placed during 1978 by state Agencies

Child Juvenile Justice Mental Mental
Welfare Education i II Health Retardation

\N
_State_Arrange_andFunded 251 0_ 0 0 0

Locally Arranged but\
.

State Funded 3

Court Ordered, but State
Arranged end Funded 5 0 a o o o

Subtotal: Placements
involving State
Funding 256 3 0 0 0 1

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
the Placement 1 0 0 10 0

Other 30 0 18 0 0 0

Total Number of
Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or
Knowiedgea 286 3 18 10

* denotes Net Available.
-- denotes Net Applicable.

a. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Department of Juvenile
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice II indicates data reported by the
Department of Youth Services.

b. includes_ell_outof-statelffiCiMents known to officials in the particular
tate----agencyr- In some cases, this figure consists of placements which did not
directly involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply indicate
knowledge of certain out-of-state placements through case conferences or through
various forms of informal reporting.

State agencies were asked to specify the number of children placed into specific receiving states or
countries and their responses appear In Table 41-8. The state child welfare agency provided complete

'destination information for all 286 children placed out of state In 1978, reporting the selection of set-
tings In 32 states and Europe to receive these children. Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina were most
often used by this state agency f.wr o6t-of-state placements, each receiving 60 children In 1978. These
states account for 63 percent of all the children placed out or South Carolina by this agency In the
reporting year. Forty-two percent of the DSS placements trrt to the contiguous states of Georgia end
North Cerolina. Alabama was the state next most frequently selected by this agency, after tho above
three states, to receive out-of-state placements. Fifteen children were sent to Alabama by DSS.
Virginia received ten South Carolina children and Kentucky was the destination of nine DSS placements in
1978. The remaining children were placed In numbdtkof five or less Into settings located In 26 othor
states throughout fife country. Three children were arse sent to Holland for residential care.

SC-11
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Children rcported placed out of South Carolina by the DOE Office of Programs for the Handicapped were
received in single numbers by settings In Florida, Georgia, and Wisconsin. The single child placed by
the Department of Mental Retardation was placed In New YorP, The Department of Youth Services divided
Its ten placements evenly between the contiguous states of Georgia and North Carolina, While the
Department of Juvenile Placement and Aftercare, the other state juvenile justice agency, did not report
chIldren's destinations. The Department of Mental Health, along with not beIno able to provide out-of-
state placement Incidence, could not provide destination informa7lon.

TABLE 41-8. SOUTH CAROLINA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN'Placed

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile Justicea Mental Mental
Retardationi II Health

Alabama 15 0 0 0
Arizona 2 0 0 0
California 3 0 0 0
Colorado I 0 0 0
Connecticut 4 0 0 0

Delaware I 0 0 0
Florida 60 I 0 0
Georgia 60 I 5 0
Hawaii 2 0 0 0
Illinois 3 0 0 0

Indiana 5 0 0 0
Iowa I 0 0 0
Kentucky 9 0 0 0
LobIslana 2 0 0 0 -sMassachusetts 3 0 0 0_ ___

Michigan 2 0 -11 0
Mississippi __-4------ 0 0 0
issouri------ I 0 0 0

New Jersey 3 U 0 0
New York 5 0 0 I

North Carolina 60 0 5 0
Ohio 5 0 0 0
Oregon 2 0 0 0
Pennsylvania 5 0 0 0
Tennessee 2 0 0 0

Texas 1 0 0 0
Utah 2 0 0 0
Vermont 2 0 0 0
Virginia 10 0 0 0
Washington 2 0 0 0

West Virginia 5 0 0 0
Wisconsin 1 i 0 0
Europe 3 0 0 0
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TABLE 41-8. (Continued)

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child Juvenile Justicea Mental Mental
Welfare Education 1 II Health Retardation

Placements for Which
Destinations Could
Not be*71eported by
State Agencies 0 0 All 0 All

Total Number of
Placements 286 3 le 10

* denotes Not Available.

a. Juvenile Justice I indicates data reported by the Department of
Juvenile Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice II Indicafes data
reported by the Department of Youth Services.

State agencies were asked to describe children placed out of state according to the list of charac-
teristics shown in Table 41-9. The Department of --cial Services described children placed out of South
Carolina In 1978 as having a wide variety of con, lions and statuses. These children who were placed
were physically, mentally, and developmentally handicapped, as well as youth with unruly/disruptive
behavior problems and those who were pregnant. Battered, abandoned, or neglected children were also
placed by this state child welfare agency, as t,e11 as those goingPto foster and adoptive care in other
states.

The other four state agencies were more circumscribed in___thetr -descr-TO-frO-Wen placed jnto
other states. The state educatoon a!m;y_described chlTdren placed as physically, mentally, or emo-
tionally Impaired, and the_Departmen1 of Mental Retardation mentioned developmental disability In addi-
tionLJamemtarrififaricaps as describing the single child it placed. The Department of Youth Services

---FiaTcated that all ten children reported placed ilto other states were battered, abandoned, or neglected,
which might be thought of as a slightly unusual response since these are not "status offenses" and the
state juvenile justice agency is responsible for diversions, runaway shelters, and troubled teenagers.
The DepartMent of Juvdelie Placement and Afttircare gave res0Onses more directly associtted with Juvenile
Justice concerns, describing children placed out of South Carolina as unruly/disruptive, truant, or adju-
dicated delinquent. Mental handicaps was the characteristic of children placed out of state in 1978 most

frequently mentioned by state agencies.

TABLE 41-9. SOUTH CAROLINA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Types of Conditions

Agency Typea

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile Justice6 Mental
Retardation-11

Physically Handicapped X X o o o

Mentally Handicapped X X o o x

Developmentally DisabIA X o o o x

Unruly/Disruptive X o x o o

Truants o o x o o

Juvenile Delinquents o o x o o
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TABLE 41-9. (ContInued)

Agency Types

Types of Conditions
A

Child
Welfare

Juvenlle Justice Mental
Educatlon I ii Retardatlon

Emotionally DIstu4e4 0 X 0 0

Pregnant X 0 0 0

----'
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 0 0 0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected X 0- 0 X

Adopted Children-- X 0 0 0

Foster Children X 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 0

a. X Indicates conditions reported.

b. Juvenile Justice 1 indicates data reported t, the Department of

Juvenile Placement and Aftercare, and Juvenile Justice II indicates data
reported by the Department of Youth Services.

The state child welfare agency and both responding Juvenile Justice agencies reported placing
children most frequently Into the homes of relatives In 1978. The DOE's Office of Programs for the
Handicapped and the Department of Mental Retardation responded that children placed out of state most
frequently went to residential treatment or chIld care facilitieL. In that year.

Expentltures, by source of funds, made by state agencies for out-of-state placements In the reporting
year are Included In Table 41-10. Only the Department of Social Service :. and the state education agency
provided thls information. The state child welfare agency ipdicated spending a total ukt $148,600, only
about seven percent of which was In local funds. The remaining $138,600 was allocated from state
revenues. Expendlture of federal or other funds were not reported. The stato education agency spent
about $13,000 In federal funds for out-of-state placements, and dld not report expenditures from other
sources.

SC-14
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TABLE 41-10. SOUTH CAROLINA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT -
OF -STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES

Levels of Government

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Child Javenlie Justice Mental Mental
Welfare Education I U Health Retardation

State $138,600 * * 0

Federal * $13,178 * 0

Local 10,000 * * 0

Other * * * 0

Taal Reported
Expenditures $148,600 $13,178 * 0

* denotes Not Available.

a. Juvenile Justice 1 indicates data reported by the Department of Juvenlle
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justtce 11 timacates_data_roported_by_the.
Department of Youth Services.

4ro

E. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

As a final review, Table 41-11 offers the incidence of out-of-state placements reported by South
Carolina public agencies and the number of children placed out of state of which the state agencies had
knowledge. Services for children are primarily operated by state government In South Carolina and thls
table reflects the complete knowledge of out-of-state placements held 'by all state agencies except the
mental health agency. It should be noted that the state education agency attributed one more placement
to the local agencies than were identified In the.survey. This child, according to the local respondent,
was placed outside of the school district but not out of South Carolina in 1978.
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TABLE 41-11. SOUTH CAROLINA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Juvenile Justicoa Mental Mental
Welfare Education I Ii Health Retardation

Total Number of State
and Local Agency
Placements 286 2 18 10 1

Total Number of
Placements Known
to State Agencies 286 3 18 10

Percentage of
Placements Known
to State Agencies 100 100 100 100 100

denotes Not Available.

a. Juvenile Justice I Indicates data reported by the Department of

Juvenile Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice TI Indicités Ihe date
reported by the Department of Youth Services. -

b. The state education agency indicated ono more placement to a local
school district than wa's identified In the local survey. This child was placed
outside the school district but not out of state In 1978.

Figure V-2 graphically dopict., tho preceding information along with the state agencies' report of
interstate compact use.
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FIGURE 41-2. SOUTH CAROLINA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND
LCCAL PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACT, AS REPORTED
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

286 286 286

10 10 10-
1 1 1

Child Juvenile Justicea
11. Wel f ar e Education

Mental
Mental Health Retardation

State and Local Placements

State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

State and Local Compact Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

a. Juvenile Justice 1 Includes by the Department of Juvenile Placement and Aftercare
and Juvenile Justice II indlcates data re ed by the Department of Youth Services.

b. Tho state education agency attribUted one more out-of-stato placement to local school districts
than 'was identified In the survey.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This final section summarizes findings from the survey of South Carolina state and local aiancles.
An extremely predominant finding was the overwhelmingly thorough ability of the state child welfare
agency, the Department of Social Services, to report upon its involvement In the out-of-state placement
of children. Among the state agenc1es, this child welfare agency takes clear leadership In tho placement
of children into other states. This agency, placlng more than 15 times as many children as any other In
South Carolina, was able to report that the 286 placed children reflected a wide variety of characterlstics
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and were In settings In 32 states and Europe, including over 40 percent to bordering statos. Other
interesting conclusions from the survey results follow.

The responsibility for placement of children across state lines Iles almost wholly with state
agencies In South Carolina because of the organization of children's servrces In the state.
Those local agencies with authority to :AVOIVO themselves In such placements, local school
districts, exercised this prerogative very infrequently In 1978.

Complete compact utilization was reported by the state child welfare agey despite South
Carolina's nonsIgnatory status at the time of this survey for the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children. This suggests the use of other compacts, 1CPC-type procedures, and
the invocation of other South Carolina law dealing with the interstate movement of children.

Other South Carolina state agencies placed comparatively few children out of state In 1978.

These children for whom destinations were reported went to settings In contiguous or other
South Atlantic states.

The state education agency was able to report upon local school districts placement activity
In 1978, reflecting a strong regulatory ability.

The reader Is encourage4 4oicompare national trends described in Chapt6r 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices In South Carolina In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
Involvement with the out-of-stats placement of children.

FOOTNOTE

I. General information about states, counties, c141)1) and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
estimatos based on the 1970 national census contained In tile U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

--.DataBook, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement),-Washington, D.C., 1978.
informal-Mr about direct gq6IFFT-Ttare and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for

education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of tha Census and
they appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,

1979.

The 1978 estimated populatin of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of tho Census.
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A PROFILE OF OUT-Of-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN TENNESSEE
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11. METHODOLOGY

Anformation was systematically gathered about Tennessee from a varicity of sources using a number ofda coliection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law/ was undertaken.Next, terephone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report op agency policies
wyctices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall. survey was used, as a

follow-up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the- out-of-st.te placement prac-tices of state agencies and those of !mat agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisoryoversight.

An assessment of out-of-state placement policies and.the adequacy of information reported by stateagencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies loarranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertakenif it was necessary to:

4 verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data xhich was not aval:able from state government.

A summary of the data collection effort in Tennessee appears below in Table 43-1.

TABLE 43-1. TENNESSEE: METHODS OF COLLECTING on&

Levels of Child
Government Welfare

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental RetardationEducation

State Telephone
Agencies

Local
Agencies

Interview

Mailed Survey:
OHS officials

Not Applicable
(State
Offices)

Telephone
Intefview

Ma119..ONrYet:
COE officials

Telephonea
Survey: All

147 school

districts

Telephone
Interview

Survoy:
DCC officials

Telephonea
Survey: All

95 local
courts

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DMHMR officials

Not Applicable
(State
Offices)

a. The telephone survey was conducted by the Ohio Management and Research
Group under a subcontract to the Academy.
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III. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN :978

A. Introductory Remarks

Tennessee has the 34th largest land area (41,328 square mlies), and Is the 17th most populated state
(4,174,1.00) In the United States. Memphis Is the state's most populated city, having about 661,000
people. The state capital, Knoxville, ranks second in the state In population with nearly 500,000
people. Tennessee has seven cities between 25,000 and 50,000 In population and five cities over 50,000,
Including Nashville and Knoxville. It has 95 counties. The estimated 1978 population of persons eight
to 17 years old was 727,518.

There aie six Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In Tennessee. All SMSAs are on one of

Tennessee's borders with its eight contiguous states: Alabama, Georgia, North Carolina, Virginia,
Kentucky, Missouri, Arkansas, and Mississippi.

Tennessee ranks 46th nationally In total state and local per capita expenditures, 50th In per capita
expenditures for education, and 36th In per capita expenditures for public welfare.1

B. Child Welfare

Child welfare programs are provided by the Department of Human Services (DHS) and administered
through the department's branch offices In each of Tennessee's 95 counties. The DHS provides a full

range of child welfare and Title XX services, inci;uding protective services, adoption and single parent
services, family planning, foster care, day care, and homemaker services. The interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children (1CPC) office within DHS must approve all placements of children In other states
and maintains centralized files on these placements. Tennessee has been a member of this compact since
1974.

C. 'Education

Tennessee's Department of Education (DOE) has the major responsibility for its educational system.
Tbere are 147 school districts In Tennessee, which Include city, town, county, and special districts.
The districts,arrange for out-of-state placements, but only for handicapped children.

, It Is up to the local districts to provide special education programs for the handicapped or to
contract out for such programs. Although the placements must be approved by the State Commissioner of
Education, the Department of Education does not maintain statewide out-of-state placement records.

D. Juvenile Justice

Tennessee-has-a-county-based-juveni-le court system which has jurisdiction over dependent, neglected,
and delinquent children. Where specific juvenile courts are not present, county courts have jurisdiction
over juvenile matters and either hear juvenile cases or delegate this responsibility to the General Ses-
sion Court. Probation and parole services, however, are provided by the Department of Corrections (DOC),
Youth Services Division's Juvenile Probation Unit, with the exception of SOM0 of the larger metropolitan
area& which have their own probation office (Chattanooga, Knoxville, Memphis, and Nashville).

The Youth Services Division also operates six correctional Institutions (youth centers), 13 group

homes, and foster carq services. All of the courts are able to place children in other states indepen-
dent of the DOC, Including the four metropolitan county-operated probation departments. They, therefore,
mlght not use the DOC administered Interstate Compact on Juveniles for these placements. Tennessee has
been a member of the compact since 1955.
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E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Mental health and mental retardation programs are administered by the Department of Mental Health and
,4 Mental Retardation (DMHMR) In Tennessee, Community mental health centers are federal and state fundedand governed by local boards. The Tennessee Department of Mental Health and Mentail Retardation contractsout with Alvate, nonprofit

mental health centers and mental retardation facilAties. It was reportedthat the (Ally time the state will become involved In sending children to other states Is via the Inter-state Compact on Mental Health for institutionalized placements. Tennessee has been a member of the com-pact since 1971,

IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The general findings from the survey of out-of-state
placement practices of state and local agenciesare presented In the following tabular displays. They are organized to correspond to some of the majorIssues relevant to the out-of-state

placement of children raised In Chapter 1.

A. The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings

Before the discussion of local and state agencies' practices,
an overview is presented In Table 43-2of the number of out-of-state placements made In 1978 by both local and state agencies, by agency type.A1.1 figures provided should be reviewed with an understanding that the number of placements reported byany single agency may also have involved another agency. The total figure, then, may be an overrepresen-tation of the number of children placed out of state In 1978. (Further discussion of interagency coopera-tion occurs later in Table 43-6). it appears that the local- Tennessee courts had the highest placementactivity, reporting 116 placements, State government activity was also high, accounting for over one-half of the placements reported by both state and local agencies.

TABLE 43-2. TENNESSEE: NUMBER Of 00T-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN
1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Levels of
Government

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation Total

State Ayoncy
Placementsa 75 0 50 9 134

Local Agency
Placements 12 116 128

Total 75 12 166 ( 9
262

denotes Not Applicable.

a. May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde-
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arranged, andothers directly involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer toTable 43-15 for specific information regarding state agency involvement in arrang-ing out-of-state placement,
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Table 43-3 focuses further attention on the number of out-of-state placements arranged by local edu-
cation and juvenile justice agencies In Tennessee by county of jurisdiction, or location In the case of

school districts. It is Important to bear In mind that the jurisdiction of school districts contacted Is
smaller that the counties containing them. For that reason, multiple agencies may have reported from

each county and the Incidence reports In the table are the aggregated reports of all school districts

within them.

It Is apparent from the educational placements by county that a large portion of the total placement

figures are not attributable to any one county. The two highest total incidences of placeMent were In

Davidson County (Nashville) and Knox County (Knoxville), with only th:ee and two placements,

respectively. Both of these counties have a large juvenile population in addition to the fact that both

are Included as portions o/ Tennessee's SMSAs. Seven other counties' school districts had placed a

single child out of state In 1978.

In contrast, the local court placements predominantly originated in Montgomery and Knox Counties.
The Montgomery County agency placed 25 children outside of Tennessee's borders In the reporting year.

Montgomery County is also contained In an SMSA, and borders Kentucky. Another important trend in the

local court placements is that 35 percent, or 42 of the 116 court-arranged placements, originated frora

smaller counties having a juvenile population of less than 5,000.

TABLE 43-3. TENNESSEE: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE-NUMBER
OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS

County Name

1978

Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN

Placed during 1978

Education
Juvenile
Justice

Anderson 10,654 0 0

Bedford 4,281 I 0

Benton 2,068 I 0

Bledsoe 1,299 0 4

Blont 11,781 0 0

Bradley 10,812 0 0

Campbell 5,448 0 5

Cannon 1,585 0 9 est

Carroll 4,262 0 0

Carter 7,482 0 0

Cheatham 3,259 0 0

Chester 1,755 0 0

Claiborne 3,848 0 *

Clay 1,169 0 5

Cooke 5,228 0 0

Coffee 6,231 0 I

Crockett 2,609 0 0

Cumberland 4,661 0 2

Davidson 73,608 3 0

Decatur 1,520 0 0

DeKalb 2.077 0 0

Dickson 4,873 0 0

Dyer 5,362 0 1

Fayette 5,428 0 0

Fentress 2,746 0 0

Franklin 4,992 0 0

Gibson 8,242 0 7

Giles 3,661 0 0

Grainger 2,956 0 2

Greene 8,376 0 0
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TABLE 43-5. (Continued)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Ago 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

Education
Juvenile
Justice

Grundy 2,211 0 0
Hamblen 7,985 0 0
Hamllton 44,150 0 3
Hancock 1,097 0 0
Hardeman 4,258 0 0

Hardin 3,387 3
Hawkins 6,823 0 0
Haywood 4,368 0 0
Henderson 3,285 0 0
Henry 4,133 0 0

Hickman 2,389 0 0
Houston 1,038 0 0
Humphreys
Jackson

2,622
1,356

0
0

0
0 ,.

Jefferson 4,518 0 0

Johnson 2,231 0 6
Knox
Lake

46,656
1,438

2
0

10 est
0 o

Lauderdale 4,283 0 0
Lawrence 5,929 0 '0

Lewis 1,259 0 0
Lincolh 4,372 0 0
Loudon 4,419 0 0
McMinn 6,912 0 0
McNalry 3,517 0 0

Macon 2,135 0 0
Madison 12,339 0 5
Marlon 4,147 0 0
Marshall 3,085 0 0
Maury 8,223 1 2

Melgs 1,112 0 0
Monroe 4,565 0 0
Montgomery 12,772 0 25 est
Moore 540 0 0
Morgan 2,582 0 0

Oblon 5,341 0 0
Overton 2,769 U *
Perry 954 0 0
Piaieff ------- ---761 0 0
Polk 2,144 0 3

Putnam 5,825 0 0
Rhea 3,645 0 0
Roane 7,282 1 0
Robertson 6,031 0 0
Rutherford 10,971 0 3 est

Scott 3,189 0 4 ost
Sequatchle 1,427 0 0
Sevier 5,591 0 0
helby 136,253 1 3
1th 2,288 1 0

TN-5
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TABLE 43-3. (Continued)

County Name ,

1978 ,

PopulatIona
(Age 8-17)

'Number of CHILDREN
elaced during 1978

Education
Juvenile
Justice

Stewart 1,283 0 0
<,Sullivan 22,768 1 3 est

Sumner 13,663 0 3
Tipton 6,193 0 0
Trousdale 882 0 0

Unicol 2,683 0 C
Union 1,991 0 a
Van Buren 687 0 .0
Warren 5,435 0 1

Washington 12,666 0 *

Wayne 2,437 0 3 est
Weakley 4,420 0 1

White 3,000 0 0
Willlamson 8,484 0.. 2 est
Wilson 8,145 0 0

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may Include
duplicate count) 12 116 est

Total Number of Local
Agencies Reporting 147 95

-

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juven-
ile Justice using data from two sources: the 1970 national cen-
sus and the National Cancer Institute 1975 estimated aggregate
census.

_

B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

Table 43-4 provides Information on tho involvement of Tennessee local public agencies in arranging
out-of-state placements In 1978. The 100 percent response rate among these agencies Includes 147 school
districts and 95 local courts nearing Juvenile matters. Only three of the particlpating agencles, all of
whlch were courts, were not able to fully respond to questlons about agency Involvoment In out-of-state
placements. A higher percentage of courts were involved In out-of-state placements of children than local
school districts. Nine of the 147 local education agencies placed children outside of Tennessee In 1978,

, while 27 percent, or 26 courts, reported arranging such placements.

TN-6

1 9 6
_



se.

TABLE 43-4. TENNESSEE: THE INVOLVEMENT CF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978

Response Categorles

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Education Juvenile Justice

Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State
Placements 9 26

Agencies Which Did Not Know If They
Placed, or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of Children

-,
0 3

Agencies Which Did Not Place Out cf
State 138 66

Agencios Which Did Not Participate
in the Survey

Total Local Agencies 147 95

Mgr

The local fennessee agencies which did not arrange out-of-state placements In 1978 wore asked to re-
port their reasons for not being involved In the practice. Table 43-5 gives the responsos of these 138

school districts and 66 local courts. Nearly 98 porcent of the responding local school districts Indi-

cated that sufficient services were available within Tennessee In 1978 for children with special needs.

Seventeen districts acknowledged a lack of funds for such placements. Several responses reflected some

other form of restriction, which incleded the lack of statutory authority, being against agency policy,

parental disapproval, or some other restriction.

Similar responses were also given by the local courts. Almost 70 porcent of the responding courts

stated that sufficient services were available In Tennesseo. Twenty-three of the courts reported that

they lacked sufficient funds. A variety of other restrictions were mentioned, which Included thoso given

by the local school districts. Two courts gave an additional response, stating that they lacked suf-

ficient knowledge about ava'lable out-of-state residential settings.

TN-7

19d



TABLE 43-5. TENNESSEE: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACE-

A\ MENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of Statea

Number of Local AGENCIES,

by Reported Reason(s),

Education Juvenile Justice

Lacked Statutory Authority 13 6

Restrictedb 6 1

Lacked Funds 17 23

Sufficient Services Available in State 134 46

Otherc 45 49

Number of Agencies Reporting No Out-of-
State Placements 138 66

Tolls! Number of Agencies Represented In
Survey 147 95

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements.

b. Generally included restrictions based on agency policy, executive order,
compliance with certain federal and state guidelines, and specific court orders.

c. Generally included such reasona as out-of-state placements were against
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohibitive because of distance.

The extent of interagency cooperation In the local arrangement of out-of-state placements in 1978 Is
illustrated In Table 43-6. It was reported that none of the nine placing school districts arranged their
placements with the cooperation of another public agency. Apparently, state agency approval of such
placements was not considered a cooperative activity.

The local courts which placed children out of state reported a higher level of cooperation with other
public agencies. Such interagency involvement occurred for 73 percent of the court-arranged placements.
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TABLE 43-6. TENNESSEE: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
A TO ARRANGE COT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL

AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
tducaTion Juvenile Justice

,Number Percent Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Plocomentsa 9 6 26 27

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements with Interagency
Cooperation 0 0 -16 62

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of
State 12 100 116 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of'
. State with Interagency
Cooperation 0 0 85 73

a. See Table 43-4.

All agencies repOrting involvement In out-of-state placements were csked to specify the conditIons or

statuses of the children thoy helped to place. The education agencies frequently mentioned children with

special education needs, as reflected In Table 43-7. However, mentally ill/emotionally disturbed and

multiply,handicapped cnildren were mentioned almOt as frequently. One school dIstrIct reported placing

a child who was battered, abandoned, or neglected.

The responses to this question by the local courts were much more varied. Battered, abandoned, or

neglected; unruly/disruptive children; and Juvenile delinquents were the most commonly mentioned. These

are children who,are traditionally served by the courts. Truants, youth with substance abuse problems,
adopted children, and children with special education problems also received a large number of responses.
One to two court,responses were also given to conditions such as physically, mentally, or emotionally

handicapped, and pregnancy.

TABLE 43-7. TENNESSEE: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Types of ConatIonsa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Education Juvenile Justice

Physically Handicapped 0 2

Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 0 1

Unruly/DIsruptive 0 14

Truant 0 7

Juvenile Delinquent 0 10

Mentally III/EmoticYlally Disturbed 2 2

Pregnant 0 1

TN-9
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TABLE 43-7. (Continued)

Ivp0& Of ',011,11flOn0
Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Education Juvenile Justice

a
r,,,-4111,1cor,01 Frob+,ns 0 . .4

8,yttered, Alcondoned, o- Neglected 1 17

Adop+ad
i

0 3

SpeckJl SducatIon Needs 3 3

.
Multiplp,tianctirdV, 2 0

Otnjrb 2 0

4,
Numt)Ar of 4goncies Reporfing 9 27

a. Some 3qpnclos rep'orted more than.ono type of condition. .

b. Included foster care placements, autistic children, $nd status
t iar .

C. Detailed Data from Phase II Agencies

It more tnaA ,..t-vt-state placements wore reported by a local agency, additional Information was
Tn," c4Hclolas f,om which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase II

to the additional questions are reviewed In this section of Tennessee's stato
prvtt' 1. one, ,,,or -roteranceb are mode to Phase II agencies, they are Intended to reflect those local
dcancle'l AN;ch repOrtod arranging five or more out-of-state placements In 1978.

Tie rolatonst.p Oetween the number of local juvenile justice agencies surveyed In Tennessee and the
total' Aumber ot ..Nlidren placed out of state, and agencies and placements In Phase II Is illustrated In
F,pure 43-: Thirty-one Percent of the placing juvenile justice agencies were In tho Phase II category
in '4;a. Thez,r 0,40 ogoNcies reported arranging 62 percent of the 116 out-of-stato placements reported
by juvwt110 J,Jor..ie. Therefore, the detailed information to bo reported on the practices of

oi the majority of out-of-state placements arranged by Tennessee local

TN-10
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FIGURE 43-1. TENNESSEE: RELATIONS1IP BETWEEN THE NUMBER Cf
LOCAL AGENCIES SURVEY D AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED,
Ah0 AGENCIES AND PLA EMENTS IN PHASE II,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Juvenile
Justice

Number of AGENdgt

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Dui-of-State Placements In
1978

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Placements In
1978 (Phase II Agencies)'

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State In 197

Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase II Agoncles

Percentage of Reported °Iacements
In Phase II

16

The Telnossee counties served by Phaso II agencies are scattered throughout the state, as can be soon
n Figure 43,-2. Four of these counties, Campbell, Clay, Johnson, and Montgomery, are located on state

borders and two counties', Knox and Montgomery, are aart of SMSAs.
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The dl tlnations of the chtldren placed out of state by Tennessee local Phase II public asoncies were
requested in this survey.. Table 43-8 reflects that the destinations of 68 percent of tho children placed
by the eight reporting Phase II local courts wore not available. However, of the 23 children whose des-
tinations were,reported, five wero sent to Indluna, three to Kentucky, and two to Alabama, New York,
Norih Carolina, and Virginia. States as far as tiontana and as near as bordering Georgia each tecolved a

child. Considering Tennessee s'mares a common border with eight different states, the illustration of
placements Into contiguous states In Figure 43-3 offers an Interesting perspective on tho placement prac-
tices of local courts. Forty,,three percent of the placements for which destinations were reported went

to states contiguous to Tennoisee.

AS

TABLE 43-8. TENNESSEE: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978,

Destinations of Children Number of CHILDREN Placed

Placed Out of State Juvenile Justice

Alabama
Georgia
Indiana
Kentucky
Maryland

2

1 '

5

3
1

Michigan 1

Mrntana 1

New York 2

North Carolina 2

Oklahoma 1

Pennsylvania 1

Texas 1

Virginia 2

Placements for Which Destinations Could Not
be Reported by Phaso II Agencies 49

Total Number of Phaso II Agencies 8

Total Number of Children Placed
by Phase II Agencies 72

TN-13
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FIGURE 43-3. TENNESSEE: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PLACED IN \\

STATES CONTIGUOUS TO TENNESSEE BY LOCAL PHASE 11 \
AGENCIESa

a. Local Phase II Juvenile Justice agencies reported destinations for 23 children.

Those local' courts which placed five or more children out of Tennessee in 1978 were asked to provide
their reasons for becoming Involved In the practice. All possible selections from Table 43-9 were nf-
fared by the local courts. The most frequent reasons were the decision to have the child live with an
out-of-state relative and the decision to use an out-of-state residential setting as an alternative to
Tennessee's insti.utions. Also given less frequently were responses that the court was aware of an out-
of-state facility being closer to a child's home than one In Tennessee and that previous success with an
out-of-state program influenced the agency to select it again In 1978.
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TABLE 43-9. TENNESSEE: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN oucr ,F
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL
PHASE II AGENCIES

Reasons for Placementa

Number of AC:11'4 c,ort i n 4

Juven 'Iv 1 t

Receiving Facility Closer to Child's Home,
Despite Being Across State Lines

Previous Success with Receiving Facility

Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 1

Standard Procedure to Place Certain Children
Out of State

Children Failed to Adapt to In-State Facilities

Alternaticie to In-State Public
Institutionalization

To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 7

Other 0

Number of Phase II Agencies Reporting

a. Some agencies ,-eported more than one reason for placement.

The same courts reported the type of placement setting most trek) uently us41 ,u, Jt ,r log tnelr

responses-are-91-venWTab-19-4-3---1-0.Rigati-vas! homes_Nere LderitiLled oy_tiep 0 4 t as the

most repeatedly used setting In the reporting year. Also reported by a n ,AoS

the most frequent JSO of residential treatment or child care facilltios dfld

TABLE 43-10. TENNESSEE: MOST FREQUENT CATEG,IRIES ('
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USEO BY LOCAL
PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of AGENCIV, 1,Lyof rirq

Categories of
Residential Settings JuvehY dusi 1

Residential Treatment/Child Care Facility

Psychiatric Hospital

Boarding/Military School

Foster Home

Group Home

Relative's Home (Non-Parental)

Adoptive Home

Other

Number of Phase !I Agencies Reporting

TN-15
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The monitoring practices for children In out-of-state placement by local Phase Il courts In 1978 was
also sought In this survey. As shown In Table 43-11, the local courts require a written progress report
a4 either regular or Irregular intervals. In addition, several courts used telephone calls as a method
of monitoring, with two specifying they occurred quarterly or semiannually. One local court reported
ccnducting on-site visits on a quarterly basis.

TABLE 43 -11. TENNESSEE: MONITCR1NG PRACTICES FOR OUT -OF -
STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL
PHASE II AGENCIES IN 1978

Methods of Monitoring

Number of AGENC1ESa

Frequency of
Practice Juvenile Justice

Written Progress Reports QUarterly 2
Semiannually 3
Annually
Otherb, 1

On-Slte Visits Quarterly
Semlannually
Annually 0

Otherb 0

Telephone Calls Quarterly 1

Semiannually 1

Annually 0

Otherb 2

Other Quarterly 0
Semiannually 0

_Annually
Otherb 1

Total Number of Phase 11
Agencies Reporting 8

a. Some agencies reported more than ono method of monitoring.

b. Included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals.

In general, tho courts could not report upon the use of public funds to place children out of state.
Three courts did, however, report expending a total of $500 for such placements.

D. Use of interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

The survey of local agencies In Tennessee also determined the extent to which Interstate compacts
were utilized to arrange out-of-state placements. A review of Table 43-12 Indicates that 21 of the 35
agencies which placed children out of state In 1978 reported that none of their placements were arranged
through an Interstate compact. Only one school district reported utilizing a ccact in that year, which
is not surprising because out-of-state placements to facilitles solely educational In character are not
under the purview of a compact.

TN-16
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Thirteen courts reported arranging placements with the use of a compact, elght of these being Phase
11 agencies. Seven of the Phase II courts utilized the Interstate Compact on Juveniles In 1978.

TABLE 43-12. TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Local Agencies Which Placed
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES

Education Juvenile Justice

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR OR LESS CHILUHOI 9 18

Number Using Compacts
1 5

NUmber Not Using Compacts 8 13

NUmber with Compact Use
Unknown 0 0

NUMBER OF PHASE II AGENCIES
PLACING CHILDREN 0 8

Number Using Compacts 8

Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children

Yes 0
No 6
Don't Know 2

Interstate Compact on Juveniles

Yes 7
No 0
Don't Know

1

Interstate Compact on Mental Health

Yes 0
No 6
Don't Know 2

Number Not Using Compacts 0

Number with Compact Use Unknown

TOTALS

Number of AGENCIES Placing Children
Out of State 9 26

Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 1 13

Number of AGENCIES Not Using Compacts 8 13

Number of AGENCIES with Compact Use Unknown 0 0

-- denotes Not Applicable.
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Further xlowledge concerning the utilization of interstate compacts is acquired through consideration
of the Information given In Table 43-13. This table indicates the number of children who were or wore
not placed out of state with a ccmpact. An-examination of the overall trend shows that a total of 67
c1111Jren were placed in out-of-state roSidentIal care In 1978 without the use of a compact. Eleven of
the !2 adutAteon placements were arranged without compact use. Forty-five children were placed out of
Teralessee by local juvenile justice agencies with compact use, 40 of these placements being arranged by
Phase 11 agencies, 39 of them specifically through the Interstate Compact on Juveniles.

TABLE 43-13. TENNESSEE: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL ACENCIES IN 1978

Children Placed Out of State

Number of CHILDREN

Education Juvenile Justice

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REPURTTNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 12 44

Number Placed with Compact Use 1 5

Number Placed without Compact Use 11 32

Number Pladed with Compact
llsa_LInknown_a 7.0

CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE II AGENCIES 0 72

Number Placed with Compact Useb 40

Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Children 0

Number through Interstate
Compact on Juveniles 39

Number through interstate
Compact on Mental Health

Number Placed without Compact Uso 24

Number Placed with Compact Use
Unknown 8



TABLE 43-13. (Continued)

Children Placed Out of State

Number of CHILDREN

Education Juvenlle Justice

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 12 116

Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use 1 45

Number of CHILDREN Placed without Compact
Use 11 56

Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use
Unknown 0 15

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Agencies which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. lq5tead, these
ngenciesslinply_repomted_whe.ther nr not_a_compact wns usnd to acriago any out-
of-state placement. Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement Is
Indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are Included In the
category "number placed with compact use unknown."

b. If an agency reported using a compact but could not report the number
of placements arranged through the specific compact, one plgeement is indicated
as compact arranged and the others are Included In the category "number placed
with compact use unknown,"

Graphic representations of the Information gathered about interstate compact utillzatIon for children
placed out of state in 1978 by local Tennessee agencies are Illustrated In Figures 43,-4 and 5. Figure
43-4 shows that of the 12 children reported placed out of state by local education agencies, 92 percent
were noncompact-arranged placements and eight percent were compact arranged. Comparative information Is
Illustrated about compact use for placements arranged by local Juvenile Justice agencles In Flgure 43-5.
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FIGURE 43-4. TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
CCMPACTS BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES
IN 1978

/ 6c

\---. 92%
S /

-

.0"..
0"

12

CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
TENNESSEE LOCAL
EDUCATION
AGENCIES I . -- -- ....

......

2% COMPACT ARRANGED

.....

CM Comp %.
ACT

... AMIN. III,

%..
146.0 \N \\

TN-20
9 1 .

_



FIGURE 43-5. TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION Of INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978
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Tennessee state agencies also reported interstate oompact utIlizatIon for out-of-state placements
arranged In 1978, as seen In Table 43-14. The state child welfare and mental health and mental retar-
dation pgencles, wlthout local public counterparts, reported USG of a compact for all thelr out-of-state

placempnts. The state education agency repeated the local agency report of no compact use In 1978.

Thirty percent of the out-of-state placements determined to be made by state and local Juvenile Justloo

agencies were reported,by the state agency to have been oompact processed.

TABLE 43-14. TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION CF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Chlld
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardatlon

Total Numher of State alid
Local Agency-Arranged
Placements -75 --IT- 166- 9

Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencles 75 0 50 9

Percentage of Compact-
Arranged Placements 100 0 30 100
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E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

Table 43-15 provides an Introduction to Tennessee state agencies' involvement In arranging out-of-state placements in 1978. Reporting the highest-placement activity among state agencies, the Departmentof Human Services was Involved In 75 out-of-state placements, seven of which were ordered by a court andarranged and funded by OHS. The remaining were unspecified as to the type of DHS involvement.

The Department of Education reported five locally arranged and state-funded placements In contrast tothe local districts' reported 12 placements. The state agency also reported that placements involvingonly the local districts were reported to its office but no number could be given at the time of thesurvey.

The department of Corrections reported arranging the placement of 50 chlldren In 1978, but did notprovide tny funds for such placements. These 50 out-of-state placements may Include children referred bythe state-operated probation offices throughout the state, but local court involvement In out-of-stateplacements was excluded in the state agency's responses. The Department of Mental Health and Mental
Retardation reported nine children placed out of state for which the agency'had helped arrange but didnot fund the placements.

TABLE 43-15. TENNESSEE: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Child Juvenile Mental Health andTypes of involvement Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

State Arranged and Funded * 0 0 0

Locally Arranged but 's

State Funded ..... 5 0 --

Court Ordered, but State
ccanged_and_Funded -7--- 0 0--- 0

Subtotal: Placements
' involving State

Funding * 5 0 0

Laically Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State -- * 0 --

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did.Not Fund
the Placement 0 0 9

Other
.

* 0 50 0

Total Number-;c1

Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or KnoWledgee 75 5 50 9

* -denotes-Not-Available:
-- denotes Not Applicable.,

a. Includes all out-of-state .placements known to officials in the par-
ticular state agency. In some casesOhis figure consists of placements which
dld not directly Involve affirmative actIon by the state agency but may simply
indicate knowledge of certain out-of-state, placements through case conferences
or through various forms of informal reportill,.
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Table 43-16 presents the destinations of children reported placed out of state by state agencies

which were able to report this Information. The state child welfare agency and the Juvenile Justice

agency were not among those agencies able to respond. The Department of Education reported five states

each receiving a child: Alabama, Maryland, Missouri, Texas, and Virginia. The Department of Mental

Health and Mental Retardation also reported Alabama and Virginia as receiving states In 1978, In addition

to Florida, Kentucky, Louisiana, and Michigan.

TABLE 43-16. TENNESSEE: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Alabara 1 1

Florida 0 1

Kentucky 0 2

Louisiana 0 1

Maryland 0

Michigan 0 3

Missouri 0

Texas 1 0

Virginia 1 1

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State
Agencies All 0 All 0

Total Number of Placements 75 5 50 9

P

A ques*Jon about the conditions or statuses of children placed owl* of state In 1978 was also asked of

state agencies. Table 43-17 provides the responses to descriptive categories by the various state agen-

cies. Thc. Department of Human Services reported placing children with a variety of coneitions or statuses

out of Tennessee in 1978. Anong those selected wore physically, mentally, emotionally, or developmen-
tally handicapped children, and battered, abandoned, or neglected, adopted, and foster children.

The Department of Education reported placing children who were emotionally disturbed or siverely

multiply handicapped. The DOC reported placing only Juvenile delinquents, while DMHMR was involved with

the out-of-state placement of the mentally handicapped or emotionally disturbed child.

TABLE 43-17. TENNESSEE: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Types of Conditions

Agency Typea

, Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Physically Handicapped X 0 0 0

Mentally Handicaoped X 0 0 . X

Developmentally Disabled X 0 0 . 0

Unruly/Olsruptivo 0 0 0 0



TABLE 43-17. (Continued)

Types of Conditions

Ageecy Typed
;

kental Health and
Mental Retardation

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Truants

Juvenile Delinquents

Emotionally Disturbed

0

0

X

0

0

X

0

X

0

0

0

X

Pregnant 0 0 0 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 0 0 0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected X 0 0 0

Adopted Children X 0 0 0

Foster Chijdren. X 0 0 0

) Other 0 X 0 0

a. X indicates conditions reported.

A question aboyt the type of setting_most frequently receiving children placed out of state In 1978
was asked of stetekagencies. DNS and DOC reported that relatives' homos were most often used as out-of-
state placement settings. OHS also included foster and adoptive homes as settings equally as frequently
used by their agency. The state education agency reported residential treatment or child care facilities
to most often reccive the educational placements, and DMHMR most frequently used psychiatric hospitals In
1978 for children sent out of Tennessee.

The state agencies were further asked to report t'ie amount of public expenditures for the out-of-
state placements known to them. This information could only be reported by DOC, which responded that no
public money was used In 1978.

F. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-Staie Placements

At a final review, Table 43-18- cifferS the incidende of outkif-state placement reported by Tennessee'
public agencies and the number of children placed out,of state of which the state agencies had knowledge.
Child welfare, mental health, and mental retardation services are state operated and the two agencies
responsible for these services could, of course, report on ail out-of-state placements from these agency
types. The state education agency, however, only reported five of the 12 children placed out of

Tennessee In 1978 by local school districts. Cnly 50 out-of-state placements were reported by the state
Juvenile Justice agency, when the state and local survey identified 166 children having been placed out
of state In the reporting year.
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TABLE 43-18. TENNESSEE:, STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements 75 12 166 9

Total Number of Placements .
Known to State Agencies 75 5 5U 9

Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies 100 42 30 100

The discrepancies In the latter two state agencies' placement reports are Illustrated in Figure 43-6,
along with the other state agencies reports on out-of-state placemet . and compact utilization.
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FIGURE 43-6. TENNESSEE: THE TCIAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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V. CONCLUDING REMARKS.

/4
The following are several condiusions which. may be drawn,from the foregoing discussion of Tennessee

public agencies and their out-of-state placement practices.
,

The state agencies, excluding the Department of Education, reported 100 percent utilization of
interstate compacts for the placement of children ini4o other states. Considering the state
agencies' involvement In over one-half of Tennessee's reported placements, the high rate of
compact use within these agencies is very significant:

-
Local courts and the Department of Human Services are involved in placing children out of
state with a variety of conditions, primarily to the homes of relatives, foster homes, or
adoptive families.

Out-of-state placements made by Tennessee's local Agencies are not totally an urban
phenomenon. Thirty-five percent of these locally arrang!d placements were made by agencies
with county Juvenile populations under 5,000.

be
Despite state operation of probation services In Tennessee, the Department of Corrections was
only able to ranort the state-arranged out-of-state placements of youth"who wore processed
through an Int tate compact In 1978, incorrectly indicating that the local agencies made no
out-of-stiitertacements.

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specIfIc practices in Tennessee In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTE

I. General information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
-eztimatus based on the 1970 national census contained In the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978.riTrairnalTorailate and iccal total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
tdUCAtion. An d ,21.11411g, kellace_ xece_aLso_taken_from_datacallected by_the,....U.S._Buceau_otthe-Consus-and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th nition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Inst'tute 1975
estimated aggregatetensus, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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S.

A PROFILE Cf OUT.-0E-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN VIRGINIA
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S. Weston, Division of Justice and Crime Prevention; and Lyn M. Benson, Residential Placement Specialist,
Department of Welfare.

11. METHODOLOGY ,

Information was systematically gathered about Virginia from a variety of sources using a number of.
data .collection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
Next, telephene interviews were conducted with state offic;als who wore able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a follow-
up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to tne out-of-state placement practices of
state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

_ Aft Assessment of klutTofstate placement .pol.loles anci the adequacy -of-information-reported-by-state-
agencies suggbsted further survey requirements to determine the Involvement of public egencies Inarranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertakenIf it was necessary to:

verify out-of-state placement data,reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A summary of the data collection effort In Virginia appears below In Table 47-1.
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TABLE 47-1. VIRGINIA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Levels of
Gbvernment

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

State Telephone
Agencies interview

Lccal
Agencies

Mailed Survey:
DW officials

Telephone
Survey:
All 124 local
child welfare'
agencies

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DOE officials

Telephone
Survey:
10 percent
sample of
the 135'
school

districts to
verify state
information

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DOC officials

Telephone
Survey:
All eight
local pro-
bailon
departmentt

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DMHMR officials

Telephone
Survey:
10 percent sample
of the 37
community services
boards to verify
state InformatIona

_

'a. Information attributed to the state's school districts and community
mental health services boards was gathered from the state education and mental
health agencies respectively, and fromrthe 10 percent sample.

e
. A..

The Academy also conducted an intensive on-site case study of Virginia's interstate placement poli-
cies 'and practices at the state and, local government levels. The findings from the case study are
Included In 'a companion publication, The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A Search for Rights,
Boundaries, Services.

111. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

7
Virginia has the 36th largest !end area (39,780 square miles) and Is AD 13th

(4,980,570) in the United States. It has 32 cities with populations over 10;000.
populated city in the state, with a population of, 286,694. Richmond, the capital
populated city In the state, with a population of 232,652. In addition, Virginia
populations over 100,000. In 1977, nearly 75 percent of the statels population 1

Virginia had 95 counties and 41 independent cities at the time of the study.
population of persons eight to 17 yeari old was 876,187.

Virginia has eight Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Three of the SMSAs include a
portion of three contiguous states, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Maryland, and the District of
Columbia. .01ther contiguous states are West Virginia and Kentucky.

Virginia was ranked 37th nationally In total state and local per capita expenditures, 35th In per
capita expenditures for education, and 36th in per capita expenditures for public welfare.'

most populated state
Norfolk Is the most

, Is the second most
has 14 counties with,
ived in urban areas.
The estimated 1978
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B. Child Welfare

The Virginia Department of Welfare (DW) provides supervisory leadership and financial support to the
124 public welfare agencies operated by 95 county and 35 independent city governments, some of which are
muiticounty Jurisdictions. A full range of social services are offered to adults and children through
these locally operated offices, including general assistance and specialized care for the eiderip/the
disabled, and those children deemed to be in need of protection or In need of supervision (CHINS).

The DW Is divided into five units. The Division of Administration and the Division of Licensing
function as administrative and regulatory units. The Divrsion of Field Operations supervises the seven
regional offices of DW; aimed at coordinating services In the 124 local public welfare agencies. Federal
Title XX funds are managed, along with othor monies, by the Division of Financial Services. Virginia DW's
service:, programs are 75 percent supported by Titie XX funds, with the remaining 25 percent coming from
state and local dollars.

Primarily, the OW holps the local public welfare offices to provide services to children and youth
through its fifth Division of Social Services (DSS) and Its four bureaus. Foster care, adoption, and the
monitoring of children in the custody of the local welfare agencies are supervised by its Bureau of
Placement Services.

Each local agency has been mandated since 1977 to develop a service plan for every child In custody.
This plan must be directed toward a goal of permanency, whether it be a return to the parent's or origi-
nal custodian's home, adoption, or permanent foster care. The state department provides technical
training to local, Case workers as well as foster parents to support a successful implementation of this
mandat6.

The rly Periodic Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) Program and other protective health
progra are under the Bureau of Child Protective Services. The Bureau of Service Programs manages day
care, amily planning, purchase of service, and work incentive programs. The Purchaso of Service Unit
appr ves rates for private care ,and determines the acceptability of private in-state or out-of-state
fd1lIties for a Virginia child's placement. Finally, the Bureau of Management Services operates infor-

/fiation systems for foster care and child protection services.

Tho interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC) was adopted by the Virginia General
Assembly In 1975 and was administratively housed in the Department of Welfare, Division of Social
Services. A formal interstate Placement Unit within this division's Bureau of Placement Services was
organized In order to Implement the requirements of this compact membership.

C. Education

The Superintendent of Public Instruction, along with the State Board of Education, is responsible for
the administration and supervision of the Virginia public school system. The Department of Education
(DOE), under the direction of the superintendent and the board, formulates administrative rules and regu-
lations to enforce the state school legislation. The DOE oversees the 135 Virginia local school
divisions' compliance to those laws.

A full range of general education programS are offered to Virginia children by the local school divi-
sion, districts which are operated by county, independent city, or cooperative municipal governmental
bodies. The DOE does Dot currently operate its own schools, but is involved In the preparation of
programs which are implemented by the local divisions. These 135 divisions have traditionally held a
great deal of independence from the DOE.

The Division of Special Education Support Services within the DOE Is responsible for approving pri-
vate, nonsectarian schools which may be used by the local divisions for special education purposos.
These mandated local special education programt are often headed by a designated director and sometimes
involve a specialized staff and administrative subdivision. Special education services for handicapped
children vary, depending on tha needs of the identified eligible children within the district. An eligi-
bility committee, usually composed of a child's teacher, principal, guidance counselor, social worker,
psychologist, and special education consultant, Is convened by the local district for tho purpose of eva-
luating a child's education needs and the appropriateness of placement into a special education program.
This committee Is also responsible for developing the individualized Education Program (IE12), which
outlines the education and treatment plan of each child identified as In need of special education.

The Virginia State Board of Education Is responsible for setting rates for placements for its 135
local school districts. The state must approve all out-of-state facilities prior to local placement if
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state funds are used. "If the state approves these out-of-state facilities and costs exceed the rate set,
then local districts can, place children into those facilities by assuming all additional financial
responsibility. If these facilities are not approved by the state, then local districts cannot use
state money.

It has been reported that the more affluent school districts In the north-central part of the state
may place childre$, out of state without reporting the information to the state. Smaller, less affluent
districts cannot afford to place on their own.

D. Juvenile Justice

The state-operated juvenile and domestic relations courts In Virginia's 31 judicial districts have
original jurisdiction over dependency, neglect, and abuse ceses, as well as over proceedings involving
youth under 18 charged with committing delinquent or status offenses. Each district services a
geographical area which includes more than one county or independent city. Adoption petitions are
handled by district circuit courts.

Etght of the judicial districts house locally operated court service or probation units. The
remaining 23 districts receive these probation services through the state-operated Division of Community
and Prevention Services.(DCPS), Department of Corrections, which also administers juvenile parole and
aftercare services. The DC-S runs four community youth homes, helps support 20 other locally operated
homes, manages work release programs, and aids In community delinquency prevention.

Since 1977 and the revision of the Virginia Juvenile Code, all court service units are required to
have a screening procedure carried out by an intake officer. This officer may divert a child to other
special services, detain the youth until a hearing (72-hour limit), or release the child to a guardian or
parent.

The Juvenile Code, Section 16.1-279, allows the district court judge or court services unit to use
community-based treatment for a youth, rather than commit the youth to the Department of Corrections.
Through special funding, called the "286 Fund" after Code Section 16.1-286, the court can purchase ser-
vices within Virginia for special services, including residential care, such as the 20 group homes
operated by the courts.

A director, under the Office of the Secretary of Public Safety, heads the Virginia Departnent of
Corrections which Is responsible for both adult and youth correctional services. The department reorga-
nized itself In 1978, making the former Division of Youth Services part of the new Division of
Institutional Services (D1S). Five regions of DIS supervise adult institutions, while a specialized
Youth Region operates the Bon Air Reception and Diagnostic Center ARDC) and six learning centers
throughout the state. A juvenile adjudicated delinquent by a district court may be committed to the
Department of Corrections' Youth Region. However, children determined to be dependent, neglected, or In
need of supervision cannot be committed to the department. Most often juveniles committed to the Youth
Region are sent to tho learning centers after an evaluation at RDC. Other public or private residential
treatment centers are used by DIS when these state learning centers are not seen to be appropriate for
the youth. It Is tho responsIbIlity.of.tho RDC Resource Directory Unit to certify all private facilities
which meet approval for special plaoements.

Virginia became a member of the Interstate Compact on, Juveniles (ICJ) In 1956. The administrative
staff for thiS compact Is located In the Interstate Compact Unit of DCPS.

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

The Virginia Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation (DMHMR) Is made up of five agency
divisions, which include the Division of Mental Health and the Division of Mental Retardation. The DMHMR
has direct responsibility for the operation of 15 state hospitals and residential treatment centers.
Each institution receives a separate line-item budget appropriatiOn from DMHMR, however, and establishes
tndependent operating procedures. Two of these facilities offer mental health treatment specifically for
children: DeJarnette Center for Human Development and the Virginia Treatment Center for Children. Six
other state mental health facilities offer In-patient services for adults and children and the five state
training centers for the mentally retarded are available for young patients as well. Children are placed
Into these state-run facilities by community mental health and retardation agencies, the courts, the
Department of Corrections, the Department of Welfare, and local public welfare departments.
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Out-patient community mental health and mental retardation services are primarily a local government
responsibility In Virginia.. However, the DMHMR presently operates two clinics In western communities
where local services had not been developed, and several other state-run clinics are planned. Community
4ervIce boards-presently exist In 37 localities, funded by both state and local governments, based upon a
per-capita local-state matching grant formula. These service boards can offer an array of services
either directly or on a contractual basis with private fionprofit clinics. The DMHMR'S five regional
offices offer consultation and technical assistance to tnese boards through mental health and mental
retardation coordinators.

it was repprted that the local community service boards are able to place children out of state but
have no funds:to do so. Most children in nend of private residential placement are referred to the local
public welfare department which then follows child welfare placement procedures.

Virginia Is no longer a member state of the interstate Compact on Mental Health, but it was reported
that patient transfers follow many of the compact placement procedures.

F. Recent Developments

In July 1978, the Virginia Division for Children was formed as a government child advocacy agency
whose director reports fo the Office of the Secretary of Huthan Resources. This agency emerged from a
series of earlier organizations which began In 1968 as a response to planning requirements from the 1960
White House Conference on Children and Youth. Currently, the division Is primarily focused on assessment
of Virginia public services for children, especially as they relate to early primary prevention', of
family break-up.

Virginia's interagency referral network Is particularly evident In a state-level interagency
Prescription Team, which evaluates and refers youth to-DMHMR' programs In the custody of the Department of
Corrections who may need specialized_ psychological, psychiatric, or mental retardation in-patlent ser-
vices. This team was started in November 1976 as a solution to problems experienced by the Depa:tment of
Corrections and the DMH4R's concern about the use of state facilities by the DOC. It Is a mullidiscipli-
nary team made up of specialists from more than one public agency.

IV. FINDINGS1FROM A SURVt. OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

This section of the Virginia state profile presents the survey results, organized In summary tables,
and offers some descriptive a d interpretative remarks about the findings.

A. The Number of Childr:Sn Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings

1

1

Before proceeding to the more detailed survey finding, an overview of out-of-state placement activity
among the agencies contacted t the State and local levels Is provided In Table 47-2. This Information
has been included at the beg nning of this section to give some perspective on how many out-of-state
placements are being describe1 In subsequent tables and what agencies tend to be responsible for them.
Table 47-2 indicates that out-of-state placement activity In Virginia occurs primarily at the local
placement level. Ninety percent of the reported out-of-state placements were arranged by local agencies.

i

The state child welfare agency reported involvement In the placement of 38 children out of Virginia
In 1978. The stute Department of Corrections was not able to provide information on its involvement In
placements outside of Virginia In 1978, unlike the state education agency which made no out-of-state
placements and the state menta1 health and retardation agency which reported 16 children out of state.

Among local Virginia agendas, school districts reported the greatest number of out-of-state place-
ments In 1978. However, all other local service types had placed children out of state in that year,
with the exception of the mental health and mental retardation agendas.
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TABLE 47-2. VIRGINIA:, NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of
Government

Child
Welfare

.Juvenile
Education Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation Total

State Agency
Pla..ementsa 38 0 s* 16 54

Local Agency
Placements 103 330 52 0 485

Total 141 330 52 16 539

* denotes Not Available.

a. rizy include placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde-
pendently cr under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and
other's directly involving the state agency's as'ilstance or knowledge. Ref- to
Table 47-15 for specific Information regarding state agency involvement in arr .ng-
arranging out-of-state placements.

Local agency placement activity Is further detailed In Table 47-3, which shows the number of out-of-
state placements reported by each local agency Jurisdiction. The large number of independent cities (41)
In Virginia are listed after the 95 counties, followed by those agency Jurisdictions which include more
than one county or independent city. The table indicates that placement activity occurred throughout
Virginia, but most predominantly In urban areas. The prevalence of out-of-state placements activity In
urban areas Is observable In Table 47-3, despite the absence of placement information from 14 local child
welfare agencies. In fact, two child welfare agencies, serving counties or independent cities with
Juvenile populations over 25,000, arranged 53 percent of the reported child welfare placements. The
capital city of Richmond's agency, In fact, placed twice as many children out of Virginia as any other
agency of its service type. Sixty-ono children, or 59 porcent of all reported child welfare placements,
were made by agencies serving independent cities, hut not all of these cities have a large Juvenile
population.

Greater out-of-state placement activity among local education agencies serving Jurisdictions with
Juvenile populations over 25,000 is seen In.Table 47-3, as well. Two-thirds of the children who were
placed In 1978 by local school districts came from these areas. In contrast to the child welfare agen-
cies, 71 percent of the out-of-state education placements In 1978 came feom school districts serving
Virginia counties. Most outstanding' In this education placement information is the 139 children placed
outside of Virginia by the Fairfax County school district. It Is important to bear In mind that the
Jurisdiction of school districts contacted Is smaller than the counties containing them. For that
reason, multiple agencies may have reported from each county and the incidence reports In the table are
the aggregated reports of all within them.

All of the 52 local Juvenile Justice placements were made by agencies serving areas with greater
Juvenile populations (25,000 and over). An estimated 50 of these children were placed out of Virginia by
the Juvenile Justice agancy serving Fairfax County, Fairfax City, and Falls Church City. In total, at
least 189 Virginia children were placed out of state In 1978 by all tho public agencies surveyed which
served this one northern SMSA county and the two independent cities it surrounds. The more affluent
northern localities' ability to finance out-of-state placements with local funds xas discussed In section
ill, and the fact that 50 percent,or 243 children, of the 485 local agency placements reported came from
four counties (Arlington, Fairfax, Uoudoun, and Prince William) and one Independent city (Alexandria),
and one multiJurisdictional area (Fairfax County, Fairfax City, and Falls Church City) confirms this like-
lihood. These localities are within the Virginia portion of tho Washington, D.C., SMSA.
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TABLE 47-3. VIRGINIA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NLMBER
OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LCCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS

County Name

1976

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

ACcomack
Albemarle
Allegheny
Amelia
Amherst

Appomattox
Arlington
Augusta
Bath
Bedford

Bland
Botetourt
Brunswlck
Buchanan
Buckingham

Campbell
Carollno
Carroll
Charles City
Chariotto

Chesterfleld
Clarke
Craig
Culpeper
Cumberland

Dickenson
Dlnwiddle
Essex
Fairfax
Fauquler

Floyd
Fluvanna
Franklln
Frederick
Giles

Gloucester
Goochland
Grayson
Greene
GreensvIlle

Halifax
Hanover
Henrico
Henry
Hrghland

5,050
7,388
2,414
1,685
4,906

2,081
17,286
8,752

867
5,005

789
3,650
2,906
7,358
2,388

7,451
3,256
4,219
1,526
2,388

20,178
1,428
600

4,064
1,391

3,574
3,760
1,583

106,315
5,730

1,829
1,631
5,765
5,256
2,985

2,932
2,038
2,399
1,314
2,035

5,846
8,861
27,900
10,696

350

7

0
--
0
0

0
2

--
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
1

*

0
0
1

0

1

0
0

--

2

0
0
4

1

1

0
0
1

0

0
0
0
0
0

3

1

0

0

0

0

10

0

0

1

f 0
0

0

1

0

0

1

0
0
0

5
0

0
0
1

0
0
0

39
0

0
0

6
0

0
1

0
0
I

0
17

0
0

.11

-

0

--1
WM/

.
1

Se

1
,MY

-

en.

1

0

1.
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TABLE 47-3. (Continued)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Ago 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

: Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Isle of Wight 3,912 0 0
James City 3,374 1

King and Queen 914 0 0
King George 1,687 1 1

King William 1,521 0 0

Lancaster 1,440 0 1

Lee 3,930
.

1 0
Loudoun 10,454 3 4
Louisa 3,180 1 0
Lunenberg 2,393 0 0

Madison 1,680 0 0
Mathews 1,223 0 0
Mechienburg 5,301 0 0
Middlesex 1,060 0 0
Montgomery 7,887 2 1

--"..-b.
Nelson 2,020 0 0
law Kent 1,355 0 0
Northampton 2,563 0 1

Northumberland 1,396 0 0
Nottoway 2,346 0 0

Orange 2,997 2 est 0
Page 3,310 0 2
Patrick 2,841 0 0
PIttsylVania 12,044 0 2
Powhatan 1,593 0 0

Prince Edward 2,249 0 0
Prince George 3,034 0 0
Prince William 34,724 * 10
Pulaski 5,616 * 2
Rappahannock

- 1,131 0 0 - -

Richmond 1,10f 0 0
Roanoke 11,625 1 4
Rockbridge 3,050 0 0
Rockingham 9,303 0 0
Russell 4,599 0 0

Scott 4,164 0 6
Shenandoah 4,383 1 0
Smyth 4,193 3 3
Southampton 3,746 0 0 - -
Spotsylvania 4,574 0 0

Stafford 5,952 0 1

Surry 1,070 * 0
Sussex 2,296 0 0 - -
Tazewell 8,033 0 0
Warren 3,217 0 1

Washington 6,954 4 4

Westmoreland 2,274 0 0 .1
Wise 7,614 *

1

Wythe 3,941 1 0 GO

York 7,881 2 -
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TABLE 47-3. (Continued)

1978

Popuiationa

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

Child JuvenileCounty Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Education Justice

Independent City
Jurisdicrions

Alexandria City 12,640 * 25 0Bedford City 991 --
Bristol City 3,453 0 0
Buena Vista City 1,112 0
Charlottesville City 4,896 0 3

Chesapeake City 20,951 0 0
Clifton Forge City 790 0 1

Colonial Heights City 2,998 -- 0
Covington City 1,567 0
Danville City 6,867 3 1 -
Emporia City 825 --
Fairfax City 4,506 ..
Falls Church City 1,290 0
Franklin City 1,314 0 1 11115aD

Fredericksburg City 1,860 0 1

Galax City 893 0 0 -
Hampton City 24,228 * 2 0
Harrisonburg City 2,433 0 0
Hopewell City 4,392' 1 1

Lexington City 877 0

Lynchburg City 9,512 * 6 est
,Manassas City * 0 -.
Manassas Park City * 0 0 1.
Martinsville City 3,343 * 0
Newport News City 25,946 .0 4 0

+Norfolk City 44,359 18 20 est
Norton City 717 0 0
Petersburg City 8,576- * 0 -
Poquoson City * 0
Portsmouth City 19,722 0 0

Radford City 1,528 1 est 1

Richmond City 36,135 37 est 23
Roanoke City 14,836 0 2
Salem City 3,527 --
South Boston City 1,097 -- 0

Staunton City 3,030
1

Suffolk City 1,976 0 0
Virginia 'Beach City 43,635 * 4 2
Waynesboro City 2,822 0 0
Williamsburg City 632 0

Winchester City 2,901 1 0

MultiCounty
311111T17f9ons

Williamsburg City,
James City

1

Halifax, South
Boston City 0
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TABLE 47-3. (Continued)

, County Name

NuMber of CHILDREN

1978 . Placed during 1978

Popuiationa Child Juvenile
(Age 8-17) Welfare Education Justice

Mult1County
Jurisaicilons (Continued)

Roanoke City, Salem
City, Roanoke

Staunton City,
Augusta

Fairfax, Fairfax
City, Falls Church
City

Fairfax, Fails Church ,

ClIy

Allegheny, Covington
City

Greensville, Emporia
City

Chesterfield, Colonial
Heights City 0

York, Poquoson City

MYNA

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may Include
duplicate count) 103 est

50 est

330 est 52 est

Total Numbor of Local
Agencies Reporting . 118. 135 8

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenle Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national.census arid the National Cancer
institute 1975 estimated aggregate census.

B. The.Out-ot-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

The reported involvement of local agencies In out-of-state placement Is described In more detail In
Table 47-4. As suggested in the previous table, local agency involvement ic :ending children out of
Virginia is predominant. At least 29 percent of the local child welfare agencies and school districts,
and two of the eight local Juvenile Justice agencies place,1 children into other states. Consistent with
the state reportings, the local community service boards did not place children outside of Virginia in
1978.

It should be noted that eight local child welfare agencies could not report their out-of-state place-
ment involvement In the reporting year and en additional six child welfare agencies did not participate
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In jpo survey. These are reflected In Table 4'773. The state child welfare agency maintains recoois of
'focal agency out-of-state placement aCt1v1ty byt the state agency's data was not confirmed by a sample ot
local departments of public welfare and all of the local agencies were surveyed.

TABLE 47-4. VIRGINIA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LCCAL PLELIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACE-
MENTS IN 1978

Response Categories

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Child
Welfare

Juvenile Mental Health and
Education Justice Mental Retardation

Agencies Which Reported
Out-of-State Placements 28 47 2 0

Agencies Which Did Not
Know If They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of
Children 8 0 0 0

Agencies Which Did Not
Place Out of State 82 88 6 37

Ancies Which Did Not
Participate In the
Survey 6 ,*0 0 0

Total Local Agencies 124 135 8 37

Those agencies which did not place children Into other states for caro and treatment in 1978 reported
why no such placements occurred and these respodses are summarized In Table 47-5. The majority of locall
agencies, with the exception of local mental health and mental retardation agencies, reported the pre-'
sence of sufficient services In Virginia for children served In 1978. The 37 reporting local mental
health and mental retardation agencies, in contrast, stated that they lacked statutory authority to place
children nut of state. Additionally, four community service boards stated that they lacked funds for
such placements. Local child welfare agencies and school districts also reported these responses, but to
a lesser degree than the mental health and mental retardation agencies.
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TABLE 47-5. VIRGINIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

r Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)

Reasons for Not Placing.
Children Out of Statea '

Child
Welfare

.
,

Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Laeked Statutory'
Authority 2 0 2 , 37

RestrIcteda 9 0 0 0

Lecked Funds 5 0 3 4

Sufflolent Services.
Avallabje In State 33 88 5 0

Othera 58 0 3 0

Number of Agencies
Reporting No

, Out-of-State "*

Placements . 82 88 6 37

Total Number of
Agencies Represented
In Survey 115 135 8 37

a.- Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-state place-

ments.

b. -Generally Included rostr!ctions based on agency policy, executive order, con-
Joilance with certain federal and state guiaellnes, and specific court orders.

c. Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against overall
agency policy, were disapproved by parents, Involved too much red tape, and were prohibi-

tive because of distance.

Table 47-6 describes the extent of interagency cooperation which occurred in the course of local

agencies arranging out-of-state placements In 1978. The local education agencies reported the highest

level of cooperation, with 98 percent of the placing agencies reporting Involvement with other public

agencies In the placement of 97 percent of the children sent out of VI.glnla. Fifty-seven percent of the

placing child welfare agencies reported interagency cooperation In the placement of 60 percent of the

children they reported. One local Juvenile Justice agency placing 50 children outside of Virginia

reported cooperating with another agency. Hile other reporting Juvenile probation office arranged two

out-of-state olacements without any assistanee from another agency.
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TABLE 47-6. VIRGINIA: TOE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE OUTrOF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

\

NuMber and Percentage, by Agency Type

Child Welfare Education Juvenile Justice

Number 'Perdent Number Percent Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-
) of-State Placementsa 28 24 47 35 2 25

AGENCIES Reporting Out-
of-State Placements
with Interagency

16 57 46 98 1 50uooperation

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out of
State 103 100 , 330 100 52 100.

Plumber of CHILDREN
Placed Out of
State with Interagency
Cooperation 62 321 97 50 : 96

a. See Table 47-4.

All local Virginia agencies reporting out-of-state placements were asked to describe the children
that they placed according to a series of descriptive categories. The responses of those agencies follow
In Table 47-7. As a group, child welfare agencies responded to every condition to describe the childrn
they had placed out of state. This Odlcates Involvement by these agencies with children having a very
wide variety of characteristics. ThIrty-nlne of the 52 agency responses were given to five of the
descriptions: unruly/dIsruptIm; mentally 111/emotIonally disturbed; battered, abahdoned, or neglected;
adopted; and otherm conditions. All other conditions or statuses listed received from one to three
responses.

Ail but one school district reporting out-of-stato placements sald that they had placed children who
woi.e regarded as mentally retarded or, developmentally disabled and those needing special education.
Almost all districts mentioned two types of conditions for children placed 'out of state: mentally
III/emotionally disturbed and physically handicapped. Three school districts also placed multiply
handicappad children and two Indicated that girls wer placed out of state Ohlle pregnant.

The two Juvenile courts reporting out-)f-state placements sald that two categories of Children
leaving the state under their Jurisdiction were unruly/disruptive and mentally ili/emotIonally disturbed.
A single court also responded positively to six other descriptive categories which, except for physically
and mentavly handicapped, are fairly consistent with the types of problems these agencies are designed to
address.
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TABLE 47-7, VIRGINIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT Of
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Types of Conditionsa

Number of AGEWIES Reporting

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Physically Handicapped" 44 1

Mentally Retarded or
(N._ Developmentally Disabled . 46 1

Unruly/Disruptive 4 0 2

Truant 1

i

0 0

Juvenile Delinquent 1 0 1

Mentally Ill/Emotionally
Disturbed 4 44 2

Pregnant It 2 0

Drug/Alcohol'Problems 1 0 1

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected 4 0 1

Adopted 16 0 1

Special Education Needs 2 46 0

MGItiple Handicaps 2 3 0

Otherb 11 0 0

Number of Agencies Reporting 28 47 2

a. Some egencies reported more than ono type of condition.

b. Generally included foster care placements, autistic children, and status
offenders.

C. Detailed Data from Phase II Agencies

if more than four out-of-state Alecements were reported by a local agency, additional infonmation was
requested. The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase II agen-
cies. The responses to the additional questions are reviewed In this section of Virginia's state pro-
file. Wherever references pre made to Phase 11 agencies, they are intended to reflect those local
agencies which reported arranging five or more out-of-state placements in 1978.

The relationship between the number of local Virginia agencies surveyed and the total number of
children placed out of stall., and agencies and placements In Phase 11 is Illustrated In Figure 47-1.
Only 11 percent of the local child welfare agencies which were able to-report their placement.involvement
were Phase II agencies, but these three agencies helped arrange 60 percent of the out-of-state child
welfare placements. Twenty-three percent of the local education agencies which placed out of state in
1978 were In the Phase II category, reeortlag the arrangement of 81 percent of the school districts'
placements. Ono of the two placing local Juvenile Justice agencies was a Phase II apency In 1978, having
arranged 96 percent of the placements arranged by.this local survey type.
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FIGURE 47-1. VIRGINIA: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUABER OF
LOCAL AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED,
AND AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE II, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child
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Juvenile
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Number 'of AGENCIES
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Percentago of Reported Placoments
In Phaso II
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Flguro 47-2 illustrates the geographic location of tho counties and lndopendont cities servod by
those 15 Phase II agoncies. It can be soon from this figure that thoro aro.two clusters of local.Phase
II agencies ono in the northorn area of tho state adjacent to the District of Columbia and anothor
around the ;tate capital of Richmond. Tho romaining Phaso II education agenclos are scattorod throughout
tho stato. The only cotey-oporated Phase II child wolfaro agoncy servos-tho poninsula county of
Accosack.
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County

A. Accomack
B. Arlington
C. Chesterfield
D-1. Fairfax

E. Frederick
F. Henrico
G. Prince William
H. Scott

Independent Cities

I. Alexandria
Fairfax

D-3. Falls Church
J. Lynchburg
K. Norfolk
L. Richmond

D-2.

D-3.

B.
I.

F.

J.

II

L.

SIChild Welfare Phase II
Agency Jurisdictioni

IrEducation Phase II Agency
Jdrisdiction

Judepiie Justice Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

K.
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Local Phase II agencies were askee to report the destinations of the children they helped to place In
1978. The responses of the local Phase II child welfare agencies, school districts, and juvenile proba-
tion offices appear In Table 47-8. The local Phase II child wel;-are agencies which reported 54
children's destinations sent them to settings in a total of 16 states, within every region of the country
except the Pacific coast, as well as to the District of Columbia. However, states most predominantly
utilized by Virginia child welfare agencies were In the same or surrounding geographic regions of
Virginia. Pennsylvania received the largest number of children for whom destinations were reported (30
percent), followed by neighboring Maryland. The next largest number of children were sent to more
distant Georgia, followed by four placements to the adjacent District of Columbia and four to more
distant Ohio.

Phase II schoól districts revorted destinations for only six percent of their placements. These few
children, like those reported upon by child welfare agencies, were primarily placed In the same or
surrounding regions of Virginia (Maryland, Pennsylvania, Georgia). Two children were also sent ro Texas.

The one juvenile justice agency that placed 50-airdren ouf--6f-YFFPiTi T4-14/8 was able to report
the destinations of all the children placed. Maryland and the District of Columbia each received 20 of
these children, and Pennsylvania residential settings were the destination of ten Virginia children sent
by this agency.

In total, 27 percent of the children for whom out-of-state placenent destinations were reported by
local agencies went to settings In Pennsylvania In 1978. Figure 47-3 illustrates the even more predomi-
nant use of contiguous states by local Phase II public agencies in that year. Maryland received 37, or
nearly 31 percent, of the children for wtiom destinations were reported, and the District of Columbia
received 20 percent of these children. It should be recalled from the discussion of Table 47-3 that
agencies In the Washington, D.C., SMSA were the primary placers among Virginia local agencies. In fact,
the one juvenile justice agency reporting destinations Is located in that SMSA, serving Fairfax County
and the cities of Fairfax and Falls Church. Finally, as illustrated In Figure 47-3) 52 percent of the
placements for ahich destinations were reported were made to states sharing a border with Virginia and to
the District of Columbia.

TABLE 47-8. VIRGINIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY LOCAL
PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978

Destinations of Children
Placed Out of State

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Welfare Education

Jevenlie
Justice

District of Columbia 4 20
Florida

1 0
Georgia 6 1

Idaho 1

Iowa 1 0

Kentucky 0
Maryland 10 7 20
Massachusetts 0
Michigan 0
Mississippi 0

Missouri 1 0
Nebraska 1 0
New York 3 0
North Carolina 1 0
Ohio ,4 0

Pennsylvania 16 7 10
Texas 1 2 0

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by Phase II
Agencies 8 250 0

Total Number of Phase II
Agencies 3 11 1
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TABLE 47-8. (Continued)

'beitinations of Children

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child Juvenile
Placed Out of State Welfare Education Justice

'Total Number of Children
Placed by Phase II
Agencies 62 267 50

FIGURE 47-3. VIRGINIA: THE NUMBER Of CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO VIRGINIA BY
LCCAL PHASE II AGENCIESe

a. Local Phase II child welfare agencies reported destinations for 54 children,. Local Etase II edu-
cation agencies reported destinations for 17 children. Local Phase II Juvenile Justkce agencies reported
destinations tor 50 children.

The reasons given by Phase II agencies for becoming involved In out-of-state placement are indicated
In Table 47-9. Two Phase II child Welfare agencies reported out-of-state placements were made as an
alternative to public institutionalizstion in Virginia and two responses were also given to preferring to
place a child with an out-of-state eelative. Single child welfare agencies also mentioned having had
previous success with an out-of-state facility and perceiving Virginia to lack comparable services to the
out-of-state setting selected.

All 11 Phase II school districts reportpd placing children out of Virginia In 1978 because of pre-
vious success with certain out-of-state facrpties and because they percolved comparable services to be
lacking within Virginia. Ten Phase /11 education agencies also mentioned that children failed to adapt to
in-state facilities. This response was also g(ven by the single Phase II Juvenile Justice agency, as well
as three other reasons for placing children Cut of state. The agency, located In northern Virginia,
reported the receiving facilities were actuali closer to children's homes than one :n Virginia, that
Virginia lacked comparable services to the o es utilized, and that it was determined that certain
children should live with out-of-state relatives.
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TABLE 47-9. VIRGINIA: REASONS FOR PLACING CN1LCREN OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED ay .LCCAL PHASE II
AGENCIES

Reasens for Placementa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Receiving Facility Closer to Child's Home,
Despite Being Across State Lines 0 0 I

Previous Success with Receiving Facility 1 11 0

Sending StateLacked Comparable.Services 1 11 I

Standard Pi.ocedure to Place Certain Children
Out of State 0 0 0

1

Children Failed to Adapt to In-State
Facilities 0 10 I

Alternative to In-State Public
Institutionalization 2 0 0

To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 2 ' o I

Other I 0 0

Number of Phase II Agencies Reporting 3 11 I

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement.

The same Phase II agencies reporting reasons for piecing children Into other states also describe the
type of setting most frequently selected to receive children. Table 47-10 Indicates that one each of the
reporting child welfare agencies most often used a different type of setting In 1978. One utilized a
residential treatment or child care facility most often, another reported using foster homes, and the
third most frequently utilized relatives' homes. The out-of-state setting most frequently utilized by
berth local school districts and courts was the residential treateent or child care facility.
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TABLE 47-10. VIRGINIA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS usgo BY LOCAL PHASE
II AGENCIES IN 1978

Categories of
Residential Settings

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

, Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Residential Treatment/Child Care
Facility

1 11 I

Psychiatric Hospital o o o

Boarding/Military School o o o

Foster Home
1 o o

Group Home o o o

Relative's Home (Non-Parental)
1 0 0

Adoptive Home o o o

Other o o o

Number of Phase II Agencies
Reporting 3 1 I 1

Local Pbase 11 agencies further reported the type and frequency of monitoring practices tbat were
undertaken after a child had been pldced out of Virginia. A majority of the responses summarized In
Table 47-11 for local child welfare and education agencies indicate that quarterly written progress
reports were a primary method of monitoring used by these agencies. All local child welfare agencies
reported,making telephone contact with the placement setting at.Irregular intervals, and one of the child
welfare agencies reported conducting on-site visits quarterly. One school district received written
progress reports on a semiannual basis, while another response was given to telephone calls to the out-
of-state placement setting at irregular intervals.

The one local Phase II court used three methods of monitoring, all at different time intervals.
Telephone calls were made on a quarterly basis, on-slte visits were conducted annually, and written
progress reports were received at irregular times.

TABLE 47-11. VIRGINIA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL.FHASE II AGENCIES
IN 1978

Methods of Monitoring

Number of AGENCIESa

Frequency of Child Juvenile
Practice Welfare Education Justice

Written Progress Repor+s Quarterly
Semiannually
Annually
Otherb

On-Site Visits Quarterly
Semiannually
Annually
Otherb

3 10
0 1 0

0 0 1

1 0 0
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TABLE 47-11. (Continued)

Number of AGENC1ESa
Frequency of Chile JuvenileMethods of Monitoring Practice Welfare Education Justice

Telephone Calls Quarterly 0 0
Semiannually
Annually

0
0

0 0
0

Otherb. 3 11. 0

Other Quarterly 0 0 0
Semiannually 1 0 0
Annually 0 0 0
Otherb

1 0 0

Total Number of Phase II
Agencies Reporting

3 11 1

a. Some agendies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals.

Two Phase 11 child welfare agencies and three school districts responded to questions about theirexpenditures for out-of-state placements In 1978. The two child welfare agencies reported spending anestimated total of $3,500 for theso placements, and reporting school districts expended $225,000 Inpublic revenues for placements In other states. The one local court reported tnat no public dollars werespent for cut-of-state placements In 1978.

D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

An Issue of particular Importance to a study'about the out-of-state placement of children concernsthe extent to which interstate compacts are utilized to arrange such placements. Table 47-12 reportsoverall findings about tho uso or compacts In 1978 by local agencies which arranged out-of-stateplacements. Information Is given to facilitate a comparison of compact utilization across agency typesand betieen agencies with four or less and five or more placements (Phase II).
In addition, the specifictype of compact which was used .by. Phase 11 agencies is reported In Table 47-12.

Consideration of compact utilization by local Virginia agencies finds that, in total, 53 out of 77agencies reported not using a compact to arrange any out-of-state placements. It can also be observed,however, that all but four of the placing child welfare
agencies reported some compact use in 1978,including all throe Phase II agencies. None of the Virginia sdhool districts or locally operated Juve-nile Justice agencies reported utilizing a cmpact in that year.

In other states' profiles, the lack of interstate compact utilization by school districts was linkedto the fact that no compact specifically provides for the placement of children into facilities solelyeducational In character. However, In recent years the V.Irginia legislature has given oxtensIveregulatory powers to the Department of Welfare's Interstate Compact Office, which has been interpreted roInclude educational placements. It was not until July 1980, however, that a complete understanding ofthis regulatory authority
over the out-of-state placements made by school districts was agreed upon bythe Department of Education and the Department of Welfare. It Is not clear why no local Juvenile Justiceplacements were processed through a compact, when Virginia belongs to both the ICJ and the ICPC.
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TABLE 47-12. VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978. BY AGENCY lYPE

Local Agencies Which Placed
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

NUMBER OF LDCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR'OR LESS CHILuKtN 25 36 I

Number Using Compacts 18 0 0

o Number Not Using Compacts 4 iA-* I

--Number-wt-th-Compaot-Us
Unknown 3 0 0

NLMBER OF FHASE II AGENCIES
3 11PLACING CHILDREN

o NJmber Using Compacts 3 0

Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children

Yes 3 0 0
No 0 11 I

Don't Know 0 0 0

Interstate Compact on Juveniles

Yes 0 0 0
No 3 11 1

Don't Know 0 0 0

Interstate Compact on Mental Healtha

Yes .
No ea.
Don't Kmow

,

Numbor Not Using Compabts 0 I I I

Number with Compact Use Unknown 0 0 0

TOTALS

Number of AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State 28 47 2

Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 21 0 0

,

Number of AGENCIES Not Using
Compacts 4 47 2

Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Uso Unknown 3 0 0

-- denotes Not Appticable.

a. Virginia was not a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health
during tho reporting year.
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Table 47-13 again shows the total absonce of utilization of the compacts by local school districts
and Juvenile Justice agencies by displaying the number of placements made and arranged through compact
proceedings. Also notod Is the much greater compact utilization for pIacoments made by child welfare
agencies. At least 80 children, 78 percent of the total child welfare placements, were sent out of
Virginia with the use of an interstate compact. Fifty-five of the 62 children placed by Phase II agen-
cies were processed through the interstate Canpact on the Placement of Children, the remaining seven
children not having been reported hp a compact office.

TABLE 47-13. VIRGINIA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LCCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Children Placed Out of State

Number of CHILDREN

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
41 63 2xtOalliNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS

Number Placed with Compact Usk. 25 0 0

Number Placed without Compact Use 4 63 2

Number Plated with Compact
Use Unknowns 12 0 0

CHILDREN FtACED BY PHASE II AGENCIES

55 0 0Number Placed with Compact Use

Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Childrem 55 0 0

Number through Interstate
Compact on Juveniles

Number throUgh Interatate
Compact on Mental Healthb

Number F.acod without Compact Use 7 267 50

Number Placed with Compact Uso
UnPnown 0 0 0

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out
of State 103 330 52

Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use 80 0 0

Number of CHILDREN Placed without
Compact Uso 11 330 52

Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Canpact Use Unknown 12 0 0
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TABLE 47-13. (Continued)

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Agencies which placed four or lass chlldren out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used it+ arrange any out-
of-stata placement. Therefore, if a compact was used, only ono placement is
indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are included in the
category unumber placed with compact use unkown.0

b. Virginia was not a member of the Interstilte Compact on.Nental Health
during the reporting year.

A graphic summarization of these findings about local agency utilization of interstate compacts in
Virginia is illustrated in Figures 47-4, 5, and 6. These figures illustrate the percentage of placements
arranged by agencies of each service type which were compact arranged, noncom:pact arramed, and undeter-
mined with respect 'to compact use. 4-

FIGURE 47-4. VIRGINIA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 47-5, VIRGINIA: THE UTILIZATION OF,INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 47-6. VIRGINIA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
By LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978

52
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
VIRGINIA LOCAL
JUVENILE JUSTICE
AGENCIES

..., S /tr /
100% NONCOMPAcT

...0*0 =MD 1111 WINO ill =MD

N.

-

(Virginia ate agencios also reported interstate compact utilization for the piaconents of which they

had knowledge. Table 47-14 shows that both the state child welfare and mental health and mentai retar-
dation agencies reported 100 percent utilization for the out-of-state pIcements of which they were
aware. Unlike the local school districts' report of no compact use, the state education agency reported
that 94 children were placed out of state with the use of an interstate agreement. Tho state Juvenile
justice agency could not report upon interstate compact use at tho time of vhis study.
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TABLE 47-14. VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE ODMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY
TYPE

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Tclal Number of State and
Local Agency-Arranged
Placements

Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencies

Percentage of Compact-
Arranged.Placements

141

180

mob

330

94

28 ,

*
a

*

*

16

16

100

* denbtes,not Avallable.

a. -The local Juvenile Jatice agencies reported arranging 52 out-of-state
placements In 1978. The state Juvenile Justice agency, however, could not report
on its placement involvement.

b. The state child welfare agency reported knowledge of a larger number of
out-of-state placements involving local agenciqs than were Identified by tho
survey. Fourteenllocal agencies did not report their placement involvement.

C.

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

Table 47-15 providos tho number of children placed out of state by Virginia state agencies according
to their involvement In the placement process. Tho Department of Welfare's interstate compact office
reported knowledge of 142 out-of-state placements which wore arranged by local child welfare agencies and
state funded. Additionally, 38 children were reported, to heve boon placed through this state compact
office by other public and private agencies in Virginia or private IndividuGis. Recalling that the sur-
vey of- local child welfare agencies identified 103 oilt-of-state placements In 1978, It should also be
noted that 14 local agencies did not report their lAvolvement in placements for various reasons (see
Table 47-4).

The Depar'-tment of Education reported fundins 236, placements, which were arranged by local school
districts. Ninety-four additional placements were reported to the Department of Education by the local
school districts, which were reported to be made in cooperation with the Department of Corrections and
the Department of. Welfare.

The Department of Corrections' interstate compact office reported that they had helped arrange anunspecified number of placements where no funding by the department was required. The DMHMR also
reported helping to arrange, out-of-state placerhents,WIthout state funding as well as "others' types of
placement, without specifying how many children mere Involved. However, In total, DMHMR had knowledge of
or helped to arrange the out-of-state placement of--16 children in 1978.
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TABLE 47-15. VIRGINIA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

1

1

Types of Involvement

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

State ArrenX and Funded 0 0 0 0

Locally Arranged but
State Funded 142 236 0 0

Court Ordered, but State
Arranged and Folded 0 0 0 0

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State
Funding 142 236 0 0

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Reported 4
to State 0 0 0 0

t

State Helped Avenge,
but Not Reqdired by
Lew or Did Not Fund
the Placement 0 94

Other 38 0 0

Totai NUmber of
Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or
Knowledge* 180 J30 16

* denotes Net Available.

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officiaks In the par-
. ticular state agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which

did not directly involve affIrmitive action by the state agency but may slmply
indicate knowledge of certainiout-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of informal reporting.

Virginia state agencies were asked to report the number of children that wore sent to specific states
in the same way as local Phase II agencies, and the answers to this question are shown In Table 47416.
The Department of Welfare provided complete Information about the dastination of 180 children placed out

pf state. Consistent with the local agencrisl reports, contiguous states and the District of Columbia
aro primary hicelvers of Virginia's child melfare placements. Forty-three percent, or 77 children, were

sent to these neighboring Jurisdictions in 1978. More distant placements, however, were made throughout

the continental United States and to two African countries

The state education agency reported a ;faller trend by school districts to place children In con-
tiguous states or the District of Columbia. However, these states received 42 percent of the local edu-
cation placeoents hor which destinations moo: reported, while Pennsylvania, still relatively close to
Virginia's northern border, was the destinatiBn of 101 children, or 31 percent of these ptacements. The

remaining $9 children were placed in settings in 16 other states, Including several New England states,,

New Jerso/, and New York.

Duo to the unavailability of placement information from the state Juvenile Justice agency, destina-
tions of Children mere hot provided.. The DMIHMR did, in contrast, report the destinations of all 16
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children it had knowledge of being placed out of Virginia In 1978. TWo children went to each of five
states (Florida, New Jersey, North Carolina; Pennsylvania, and South Carolina), while six other states
each received one child.

TABLE 47-16. VIRGINIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Alabama 0 1

Arizona 2
Arkansas

1

California 7
Colorado

Connecticut 2 15 1

Delaware 0 3 0
District of Columbia 18 72 0
Florida 4 12 2
Georgia 6 4 I

Illinois 2 1

Indiana 4 0
Iowa 2 0
Kansas 1 7 0
Kentucky 2 2 0

Maine 1 4 0
Maryland 21 46 1

Massachusetts 2 8 0
Michigan 2 0
Minnesota 2 0

MississOpi 2 0
Missouri \ 2 2 0
Nebraska , 2 0
Nevada 0 1 0
New Hampshire 1 2 0

New Jersey 10 11 2
New York 9 9 0
North Carolina 14 11 2
Ohio 3 1 1

Oklahoma 1 0

Oregon 2 * 0
Pennsylvania 12 101 2
South Carolina 3 13 2
Tennessee 13 5 0
Texas 10 0

Utah 2 0
Vermont 0 2 0
Washington 2. 0
West Virginia 9 0
Africa 3 0
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TABLE 47-16. (Continued)

Dstinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child Juvenile Mental Health and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
Be Reported by State
Agencies 0

Total Number of Placements 180

4 All

330

0

6

* denotes Not Available.

The state agencies were asked to describe the conditions and statuses of the children placed out of
Virginia In 1978. Table 47-17 summarizes their responses. The state child welfare agency reported
children In all categories except for Juvenile delinquents, truants, and unruly/disruptive children. It

should be noted -that, as discussed In section III, children determined to be status offenders or In need
of supervision are the responsibility of the child welfare system. Similarly, the state Juvenile justice
agency's response to this question, Which includes several descriptive categories falling under status
offenses, causes more quedtions to arise about placement authority and activity.

The Department of Education reported that mentally, physically, and emotionally handicapped children,
as well as learning disabled children (other1), were placed out of Virginia In 1978. The Department of
Mental Health and Mehtal Retardation reported knowledge of placemants of mentally handicapped and deve-
lopmentally disabled children In that year.

TABLE 47-17. VIRGINIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OOT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Types of Conditions

Agency Typed

Child
Welfare Education

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

\
Physically Handicapped X X 0 0

Mentally Handicapped 1 X X 0 X

Developmentally Disa0ed X 0 0 \f X

Unruly/Disruptive 0 0 X 0
,

TrLants 1 0 0 X 0

Juvenile Delinquents 0 0 X 0

Emotionally Disturbed ! ' X X X 0

Pregnant X 0 0 0

\ Drug/Alcohol Problems X 0 X 0

Battered, Abandoned, Or
Neglected X 0 X 0

Adopted Children X 0 0 0

Foster Children X 0 0 0
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TABLE 47-17. (Continued)

Types of Conditions

Agency Typed

Child Juvenile Mental Health and
Welfare Ed9cation Justice Mental Retardation

Other .

a. X indicates conditions reported.

Virginia state agencies were also asked to describe the type of setting that was most frequently
selected to receive children In other states. The Department of Welfare and DOC said that children
placed out of Virginia most frequently went to live with relatives. The Department of Education and
OMHNR said that the settings most freqdently receiving children placed out of Virginia were residential
treatment or child care facilities.

The public expenditures, according to the source of funds, by state agencies for out-of-state place-
ment in 1978 are summarized in Table 47-18. The only agency that reported expenditures was the
Department of Welfare. This agency reported that $264,281 was spent, 41 percent from state funds, 25
percent federal funds, and 34 percent coming from local funds.

TABLE 47-18. PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Levels of Government
Child

Welfare
Juvenile Mental Health and

Education Justice Mental Retardation

State $108,469 *

Federal 67,162 *

Local 88,650 *

Other 0
.

Total Reported Expenditures $264,281 *

* denotes Not Available.

F. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placement

As a final review, Table 47-19 offers the incidence of out-of-state placements reported by Virginia
public agencies and the number of children placed out of state of which the state agencies had knowledge.
With the owc.ep.t1pn of the unavailable state Juvenile Justice information, all state agencies are
reflected to have complete knowledge of out-aof-state placement activity in 1978. However, the larger
number of placements attributed by the state agency to local child welfare agencies than were identified
by the local survey needs further explanation. According to the Department of Welfare's interstate com-
pact office records, 49 local child welfare agencies placed 142 children out of Virginia In 1978, all

arranged with the use of a compact. The survey of the 124 local agen-les, however, resulted in 28 local
agencies reporting 103 out-of-state placements, including incidence reports from some agencies which were
not khown to the state office and some placements (see Table 47-13) wnich were not processed through a
compact. On the otner hand, the 14 local agencies which could not report their placement involvement or
did not participate In the survey may iave been involved in some of the placements known to the state
agency.

VA-31



TABLE 47-19. VIRGINIA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF UOT -OF -
STATE PLACEMENTS

,Child
Welfare

Juvenile
Education Justice

Mental health and
Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements 141 330 *a 16

Total Number of Placements
Known to State Agencles 180 330 * 16

Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies 100b 100 * 100

* denotes Not Available.

h. The local Juvenile Justice agencies reported arranging 52 out-of state
placements in 1978. The state Juvenile Justice agency, however, could not
report on its placement involvement.

b. The state child welfare agency reported more locally arranged out-of-
state placements than were identified in the local survey.

Figure 47-7 illustrates stat) agencies/ knowledge of out-of-state placement from Virginia as woll as
the level of compact utilization reported by these same state agencies. Several points of Interest
appear in this figure in regard to compact use. Both the state child welfare and education egencies
reported a grea+er utilization of Interstate compact's by their local counterparts than was Identified by
the local survey, Acknowledging the local incidence discrepancy already discussed in the previous table,
child welfare agencies only reported 80 children having been placed out of Virginia with the use of a
compact, Local school districts reported no compact utilization in 1978, although it should be recalled
from Table 47-15 that the state agency reported theso 94 compact-arranged placements involved the
cooperation of Juvenile Justice and child welfare agencies which may have utilized compacts without the
knowledge of local school districts.
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FIGURE 47-7. VIRGINIA: THE TOTAL HUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGEhCIES, BY AGEhCY TYPE

330 330

180a

141

94

Child
Welfare Education

* denotes Not Available

52b

Juvenile
Justice

16 16 16

Min
Mental Health and

Mental Retardation

State and Local Placements

State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

E3State and Local Compact Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies.

a. The State child welfare agency reported more locally arranged out-of-
state placements than were IdentIfled in the local survey.

b. The local Juvenile Justice agencies reported to have arranged 52 out-of-state placements In 1978.
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V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Some gener61 conclusions about the out-of-state placement practices of Virginia public agencies may
be drawn from the survey results. .

Out-of-state placement As predominantly a local phenomenon In Virginia, with 90 percent of
all reported placements involving local agencies. However, this placement activity was well-
known to the supervising state agencies, with the possible exception of juvenile justice frcm
which placement Information was unavailable.

At least 39 percent of the total out-of-state placements arranged by local Virginia agencies
were made by agencies serving Falrfax County and the cities of Fairfax and Falls Church in
the northern urban portion of the state, immediately adjoining the District of Columbia and
Maryland.

interstate compacts were not utilized by any of the locally operated courts which reported
out-of-state placements In 1978, While at least 78 percent of the local child welfare place-
ments were compact arranged.

There was a tendency among all Virginia local agencies to place children In contiguous states
and the District of Columbia, and an additional strong trend for school districts to place
children In Pennsylvania residential settings.

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the fi lings which
relate to specific practices In Virginia In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTE

I. General information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained In the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978.

intormirliNi about direct gUiTiFFITti-g-WO-IZZal total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear in Statistical AbstraCt of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979.

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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A PROFILE OF 00T-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN WEST VIRGINIA
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METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about West Virginia from a variety of sources using a number
of data collection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and,case law was undertaken.
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, a: a follow-
up to the telephone interview, to solicit information Specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

An assessment of out-of-state placement policies and the adequacy of information reported by state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If it was necessary to:-

verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencies; and
collect local agency data which was not available from state government.

A summary of the data collection effort in West Virgina appearsibelow In Table 49-1.

TABLE 49-1, WEST VIRGINIA: METHODS OF'COLLECTING DATA

Levels of
Gevernment

Child
Welfare

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Juvenile Mental Health and
Education Justice Mental Retardation

State Telephone
Agencies Interview

Local
Agencies

Mailed Survey:
DSS officials

Not Applicable
(Statm
Offices)

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DOE officials

Telephone
Survey: All

55 local
school
districts

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DOC officials
and DSS
officials

Telephone
Survey: All

32 district
courts

Telephone
Interview

Mailed Survey:
DH officials

Not Applicable
(State
Offices)
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III. THE ORGANIZATION Of SERVICES AND OUT-0F -STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

West Virginia has the 41st largest land area (24,070 square miles) and Is the 3,4th most populated
state (1,799,349) in the United States. Its largest city, Huntington, has a population of nearly
69,000. The capital city of Chariesten'is the next largest city with over 67,000 people. While these
are the only two cities with over 50,000 people, West Virginia has 13 cities with populations over 10,000
and flve of these cities have populations between 25,000 and 50,000. It has 55 counties. The estimated
1978 population c4 persons eight to 17 years old was 306,646.

There aro five Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In the state, with all but on of
those SMSAs bordering the contiguous states of Ohlo, Kentucky, and Pennsylvania. The other two con-
tiguous states to West Virginia are Maryland and Virginia.

West Virginia was ranked 39th nationally In total state and local per capita expenditurqs, 48th. In
per capita expenditures for education, and 35th in per capita expenditures for public welfare.'

B. Child Welfare

In West Virginia, child welfare services are administered by the Department of Welfare: (OW)
Division of Social Services (DSS) thrdUgh 27 area offices around the state. Child welfare services
include protective services, shelter care, foster care, adoption, day care, family planning,
single parent services, homemaker services, and group care. The DW also provides probation and parole
services for juveniles. The division administers the interstate Compact on the Placement of Children
(1CPC). Most Virginia has been a member of the compact since 1975. Local area offices use either the
1CPC or the Interstate Compact on Juveniles through the Department of Corrections, depending upon which
is appropriate for a particular child.

i

\ O. Education

1

The West Virginia Department of Education (DOE) is responsible for all educational programs -within
the state. Within DOE Is the Division- of Special Education and Student Support Systems, Which Is

directly involved with the placement of children in other states. In Wost Virginia, there are 55 county
school districts, which provide special services and the normal curriculum for grades K-12.' The school
districts can place children out of state without necessarily reporting the information to the DOE.
However, It was reported that these out-of-state placements are few because local school districts would
not be reimbursed by the state for these placements. The West Virginia code places the responsibility
tor the education of all exceptional children on county boards of education. Out-of-state instructional
funds are granted to counties to assist them In meeting their financial responsibility relative to place-
ment of students In out-of-state facilities (West Virginia Code, Chapter 18, Article 20, Section 1).

The county school system will pay at least an amount equal to the county average per pupil cost for
each approved student placed In out-of7state instruction. The state will then apply an amount up to, but
not more than, the grant award as determined yearly by the Department of Education. First priority for
allocation of funds will be given to students currently approved for funding who continue to remain
eligible. Remaining funds wiLl 13e_divided -among- nee applicants based on projected costs. Total state
funds-are limited-ft thi iiount appropriated by the legislature.

If costs for education and related services for any approved student exceed the allocation from the

t
DOC, tha county school system Is responsible for an excess costs. In the case where an application is
initiated and opproved by the county, but aii out-o -state funds have been distributed, the county will
have to assume responsibility for seeing that exces costs of education and related services are at no
expense to the parents.

The county Is responsible for setting up the 'criteria for eligibility for these funds. The deter-
mination of the need for out-of-state placement Is reported to follow the Special Education DOlvery
Process (ldontification/referral, screening, evaluation, placement, instruction, and reevaluation) within
the county school system. Individuals cannot be considered for out-of-state placement until they enter
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tor
the special education process and are recommended by the Special Education Placement Advisory Committee
(PAC). The PAC must fully consider the least restrictive alternative when recommending placement.
Out-of-state placement Is usually the most restrictive placement option. It can be undertaken only whenno other option Is available.

Following the PAC recommendation, the county determines the eligibility of the student for out-of-
state placement, using their criteria for eligibility for out-of-state placement. If the county deter-mines the student to be eligible, the county may request out-of-state instructional funds from theDivision of Special Education and Student Support Systems. Placements and individualized EducationPrograms (1EPs) for students currently approved for out-of-state placement must be reviewed at leastannually.

D. Juven I le, Justice

In West Virginia, circuit courts exercise
jurisdiction over dependent, neglected, and delinquentchildren. Each court's jurisdiction spans one or more oounties. Adjudicated delinquents, can be com-mitted to the Department of Corrections (DOC) which maintains four correctional institutions. DOC alsoadministers the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ). West Virginia has been a member of the compactsince 1963.

Probation and parole services are provided by the Department of Welfare's area offices. There Is ayouth services unit within these offices, with workers to provide probation services for the circuitcourts. The youth services units channel out-of-state placements through the interstate Compact onJuveniles. However, circuit courts can and do make out-of-state placements independently from the youth
services units and other state offices.

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

The Department of Health (OH) provides mental health and mental retardation services In West Virginia,
in addition to administering the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (1CMH). West Virginia has been amember of the compact since 1957. Within 0H, the Divisibn of Institutions operates two institutions forthe mentally retarded and ten long.-term elderly care and psychiatric facilities. The OH's Division ofCtimmunity Services supervises 14 private, local mental health centers. According to state information,
these private mental health centers do not make out-of-state placements, The Department of Health Itself
has no placement funds as its own. The department may assist In making out-of-state placements, but willrefer these matters to either the Department of Welfare or the Department of Education when state funds
are needed.

IV. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The results of the survey of state and local public agencies In West Virginia are included in this
section of the profile, along with some descriptive remarks about the findings. The data has been
collected and organized so as to address the major issues identified In Chapter 1 relevant to the
out-of-state placement of children.

A. The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings

Before proceeding to tho specific findings about policies and practices In West Virginia, a summary
of the out-of-state placement activity among state and local agencies Is 6ffered In Table 49-2. This
overview should serve to frame tho information which follows In terms of the number of children to which
they pertain. Table 49-2 indicates thet-most ef the out-of-state placements that were reported were made
by the state child welfare and juvenile justice agency, the DW's Division of Social Services.
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Wortunately, the number of placements made
time of tho study and, therefore, does not
locil agencies.

At the local level, placements were made
with 21 and nine placements respectively.

by the Department of Corrections was not available at the
allow for much comparison between West Virginia state and

by both the local school districts and the circuit court's,

TABLE 49-2. WEST VIRGINIA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL
PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of
Government

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice EducatiOn

Juvenile
Justice

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation Total

State Agency
PleceMentsa 52 2 ft 0 54

Local Agency
Placements --b 21 9 30

Total 23 9 0 84

* denotes Not Avallabic.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded Inde-
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and
others directly involving tfte state agencyts assistance or knowledge. Refer to
Table 49-11 for specific information regarding' state agency involvement in
arranging out-of-state placements.

b. Thero are no child welfare agencies operated by local government In West
VIrginia. Local Juvenile Justice agencies are represented In a separate column
of this table.

Table 49-3 indicates the number of placements made by local agencies In each West Virginia county or
multicounty Jurisdiction. It should be noted that two circuit courts serve Berkeley, Jefferson and
Monroe Counties, one of which did not place any chldren. Also, not apparent from Table 49-3 Is the high
percentage of education placements originating In border counties. Only one of the 21 education
placements, reported by the Wirt COunty school district, was not from a border county. Wirt COunty Is
included In the Parkersburg-Marietta, Ohio SMSA, despite its small Juvenile population.

Similar findings can be seen among the local circuit courts in their counties of Jurisdiction. Over
one-half of the Juvenile Justice out-of-state placements were from border counties, while the remaining
four children sent out of state originated from Raleigh COunty, which has a higher Juvenile population

'than most West Virginia counties.
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TABLE 49-3, WEST VIRGINIA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE
NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY
TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS

County Name

19

Popul tIone
(Ag -17)

Number of CHILDREN

Placed during 1978

Educatlon
Juvenile
Justice

Barbour 2,546 * -_

Berkeley 7,002 1
..._

Boone 5,056 0 -_

Braxton 2,194 0 --

Brooke 5,328 0 --

Cabell 15,208 4 2 est

Calhoun 1,452 0 --

Clay 1,962 0

Doddridge 1,110 0

Fayette 9,539 0 0

GlImor 1,158 0

Grant 1,598 1
--

Greenbrier 5,459 2, --

Hampshire 2,447 0 --

Hancock 7,212 1

Hardy 1,460 0

Harrison 12,162 1 0

Jackson 4,267 0

Jefferson 4,308 0

Kanawha 36,299 0 0

Lewis 3,170 0

Lincoln 3,946 0

Logan 8,786 0 0

McDowell 9,853 0 0

Marlon 9,784 1 0

Marshall 6,588 0 --

Mason 4,500 1

Mercy 10,643 0 , 2 est

Mlneral 4,365 0

Mlngo 7,340 1 0

Monongalla 8,825 0 0

Monroe 1,721 0

Morgan 1,623 1

Nicholas 4,748 0 0

Ohio 9,318 4

Pendleton 1,082 1

Pleasents 1,579 4 0

Pocahontas 1,384 0

Preston 4,844 0 0

Putnam 5,670 0 -..

Ralelgh 13,132 0 4 est

Randolph 4,498 0 0

Ritchie 1,652 1

Roane 2,289 0

Summers 2,257 0
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TABLE 49-3. (Continued)

County Name

1978
Populationa
(Age 8-17)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed during 1978

Juvenile
Education Justice

Taylor 2,579 0
Tucker 1,311 0 --

, Tyler 1,943 0
Upshur 3,431 0
Wayne 6,771 0 0

Webster 2,027 0
Wetzel 3,781 0
Wirt 893 1

Wood 15,923 0
Wyoming 6,623 \6.1. 0 0

Multicounty Jurisdictions

Hancock, Brooke, Ohio -- 0

Marshall, Wetzel, Tyler -- 0

Pleaaants, Ritchie, Doddridge -- 0

WocA, W1rt
0

Roane, Cathoun, Jackson 0

Pocahontas, Summers, Monroe,
Greenbrier 0

Webster, Braxton, Clay 0

Pendleton, Hardy,
Hampshire 0

Boone, Lincoln 0

Berkeley, Jefferson,
','-'

1
Morgan -.

Mineral, Grant, Tucker -- 0

Lewis, Upshur -- 0

Putnam, Mason 0

Taylor, Barbour 0%

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may include
duplicate count)

Total Number of Local
Agencies Reporting

21 9 ost

55 31

* denotes No+ Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

9. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
institute 1975 stimated aggregate census.

WV-6

256i



B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

As noted In reference to Table 49-2, the only locally administered agencies serving Children In West
Virginia are school districts and circuit courts. The.Tesuits of the survey of these local agencies are

presented In this section of the profile. Table 49-4 reflects the involvement of local agencies In out-

of-state placements. All local agenclet. participated In the survey, and only one of these agencies, a
local school district, could not report on its full involvement. Fourteen of the 55 local school

districts, constituting about one-fourth of all local school districts, reported placing children out of
state In 1978. A smaller percentage, 13 percent, of circuit ootirts were involved In sending children to
other states for car. and treatment In tharyear.

TABLE 49-4. WEST VIRGINIA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING CUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978

Resprase Categories

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Education Juvenile Justice

Agencies Which Reported
Out-of-State Placements 14 4

'Agencies Which Old Not
Know If They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of
Children I 0

Agencies Which Old Not
Place Out of State 40 27

Agencies Which Old Not
Participate In the
Survey 0 0

Total Local Agencies 55 31

The reasons why local West Virginia agencies did not send children into other states In 1978 are sum-
marized In Table 49-5. Ninety percent of the local school districts said that sufficient services were

available In West Virginia to meet children's needs. A smaller percentage rererted that they lacked
funds or statutory authority, or they found out-of-state placements prohibitive because of the distance
involved (noted in the uother category).

About 67 percent of the circuit courts not placing children out of state In 1978 said that 'sufficient
services were available In West Virginia. Nine courts reported .111/It they lacked funds and eight stated

that out-of-state placements were against court policy. Additionally, at least one court reported paren-

tal disapproval of such placements and that the court lacked knowledge of appropriate out-of-state resi-

dential care.
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TABLE 49-5. WEST VIRGINIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LCCAL
PUBLIC AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT -OF -
STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons ftr Not Placing
Childroon Outoof Statea

Number of Local AGENCIgS,
by Reported Reason(s)

Education Juvenile Justice

Lacked Statutory Authority

' Restricted

Lacked Funds

Sufficient Se es Aval,lable
In.State

Othera

Number of Agencies Reporting No
Out-of-State Placements

Total Numç of Agencies
Represent In Survey

a

a. Some agencies reported mord than
state placements.

b. Generally inclvded such reasons as
overall agency policy, were disapproved by
and were prohibitive because of distance.

2

0

4

36

3

27

0

0

9

55 31

one reason for not arranging fmt-of-

out-of-state placements were against
parents, involved too much red tape,

Interagency cooperation thet occurred among public agencies In their efforts to place children out of
West Virginia ml 1978 Is described in Table 49-6. The table shows the presence of this kind of
collaboration among all local school districts reporting placements and involving 81 percent of the
children placed by these agencies. Only one of the placing circuit courts reported making two placements
in cooperation with other public agencies.

TABLE 49-6. WEST VIRGINIA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY
CCOPERAT1ON TO ARRANGE OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agehny Type

Education Juvenile Justice

Number 'Percent Numtzr Perm..

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements& 14 25 4 13

AGENCIES Reporting 0ot-of-State
Placements with Interagency
Cooperation 14 100 25

Numbor of CHILDREN Placed,Out of State 21 100 9 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of
State with Interagency Cooperation 17 81 2 22

a. See Table 49-4.
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Table 49-7, describing the characteristics cf children placed into other states by local agencies,
indicates that most local school districts placed children In need of special education services as well
as those who were mentally retarded or developmentally dlsabled, mentally III or emotionally disturbed,
and physically or multiply handicapped. One to three school districts reported placing unruly/disruptive,
autistic (In the "otherl,category,), and battered, abandoned, or neglected children.

Children placed by circuit courts reported fewer conditions or statuses of children than those
described by the school districts. These court responses Included the Juvenile delinquent, the unruly/
disruptive child, and children with drug or alcohol problems.

TABLE 49-7. WEST VIRGINIA: ODNDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT Of STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY
LOCAL AGENCIES

Types of Conditionsa

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Education Juvenlle Justice

Physically Handicapped 7 0

Mentally Retarded or
Developmentally Disabled 9 0

Unruly/Disruptive 3 1

Truant 0 0

Juvenile Delinquent 0 3

Mentally III/Emotionally
Disturbed 8 0

Pregnant 0 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 3

Battered, Abandoned, or ..

Neglected 1 0

Adopted 0 0

Special Educatic leeds 11 0

Multiple Handicaps
\

6 0

Otherb 2 0

Number of Agencies Reporting 14 4

a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition.

b. Generally included foster care placements, autistic children, and sta-
tus offenders.

There were no local agencies In West Virginia which placed more than four children out of state In
1978 and, therefore, no agendas were requested to provide the information collected from Phase II agen-
cies In other states.
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C. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

Local agencies' compact utilization based on various factors Is displayed In the following tables and
figures. The first table, Table 49-8, describes this agency utilization, putting aside the frequency of
placements. As can be seen InIthis table, none of the school districts used an interstate compact and
only one of the circuit courts reported compact usage in 1978.

TABLE 49-8. WEST VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Local Agencies Which Placed
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES

EdOcation Juvenile Justice

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR OR LESS CHILuKtri 14 4

Number Using CoMpacts 0 1

Number Not Using Compacts 14 3

Numher with Co48ct Use
Unknown 0 0

NUMBER OF PRASE II AGENCIES,
PLACING CHILDREN 0

Number Using Compacts

Interstate Compact on tho Placement
of Children

Yes
No
Don't Know

1

Interstate Compact on Juveniles

Yes
No
Don't Know

Interstate Compact on Mental Health

Yes
No
Don't Know

- - *NS

-

Number Not Using Compacts

Number with CompaCt Use Unknown

TOTALS

Number oi AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts

Number of AGENCIES Not Using Compacts

Number of AGENCIES with Compact Use Unknown
I

14

0

14

0

1

1

1

1

\

\
\

IMIP MP.

.IIr MP.

4

1

3

0

OM, denotes Not Appicabl
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Further evidence of low compact utilization is given In Table 49-9, where the number of out-of-state
placements Is considered. As expected, all education placements were non:Impact processed. All but two
children placed by circuit courts were determined to have not been sent through an interstate compact.
At least MO of those two Juvenile Justice placements was arranged through a compact.

TABLE 49-9. WEST VIRGINIA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE UTILIZATION
OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGEWIES IN 1978

Children Placed Out of State

Number of CHILDREN

Education Juvenile Justice

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
KtPUHIING FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 21 9

Number Placed with Compact Use 0 1

Number Placed without Compact U e 21 7

Number Placed with Compact
Use Unknowna o

CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE II AGENCIES

Number Placed with Compact Use

Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Children

Number through Interstate
Compact on Juveniles

Number through Interstate
Compact on Mental Health

Amber Placed without Compact Use

Number Placed with Compact Use
Unknown

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 21 9

Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use 0

1

Number of CHILDREN Placed without
Compact Us*. 21 7

Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use Unknown 0 1

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Agencies which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-
of-state placement. Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement Is
Indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are included In the
category enumber placed with compact use unknown.

Figures 49-1 and 49-2 reflect these levels of compact utilization by the percentage of placements
Involved.
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FIGURE 49-1, WEST VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 49-2. WEST VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTKTE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978

9
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West Virginla state agencies reported information on interstate comp:m.1 use for the out-of-state
placements of which they had knowledge, es shown in Table 49-10. Forty-eight children (92 percent) were
reported by the state child welfare/Juvenile Justice agency to have been placed out of state In 1978 with
the use of a compact. In contrast, none of the education placements were processed through a compact
according to the state agency, paralleling the local school districts' information. Unfortunately, the
Department of Corrections, which administers the interstate Compact on Juveniles, could not report the
number of children it was involved In sending out of West Virginia or the number of children placed wIth
the use of a compact In 1978.
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TABLE 49-10. WEST VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION Of INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY
TYPE

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Total Number of State and
Local Agency-Arranged
Placements 52a 23

Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencies 48 0 *

Percentage of Oampact-
Arranged Placements 92 0 *

* denotes Not Available.

a. These children were reported by the Department of Welfare's Division of
Social Services which is responsible for child welfare, probation, and parole
services throughout tho state. Local Juvenile Justice agencies placements are
not included in this figure.

b. The local Juvenile Justice agencies reported arranging nine out-of-state
placements in 1978. The state Juvenile Justice agency, however, could not
report its involvement in out-of-state placements or its use of interstate

compacts.

The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

The ability of West Virginia state agencies to repor4 their involvement in out-of-state placementsis

summarized In Table 49-11, This table expands upon.the,state agency information provided in Table 49-2
by showing the specific involvement of the state *genet-0S and the cw,.esponding number of placements. As

mentioned earlier, placement information was unavailable from the Department of Corrections. However,

the state agency was able to report that state Juvenile Justice placements generally involved no state
funding and were arranged by the state agency for youth on probation or parole, as a function of its

Interstate Compact on Juveniles edmInistration.

All other state agencies were able to report thelr placement involvement. The Department of Wolfarels

Division of Social Services (the state child welfare/Juvenile Justice agency), arranged and funded 29
placements, of which two were court ordered. The remaining placements were arranged on a more informal
basis. The Department of Education reported 41 locally arranged and state-funded placements of chIldren
in comparison to the local agency report of 21 placements. The additional 20 placements reported by the
state agency could have been placements made.prior to 1978 that the state was still funding.

The only other state agency reporting about out-of-state placement activity was the Department of
Health, providing both mental health and mental retardation services. This agency reported that during

1978 no placements were made to other states. As reported In section III, this agency has no funding for

such activity.
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TABLE 49-11, WEST VIRGINIA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING COT -
OF -STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Types of involvement
Child Welfare/

Juvenile Justice Education
Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

State Arranged
and Funded 27 0 0 0

Locally Arranged
but State Funded 41 0

Court Ordered, but
State Arranged
and Funded 2 0 0 0

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State
Funding 29 41 0 0

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and
Reported to State 0 0 _

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
the Placement 5 0 0

Other 20 0 0

Total Number of
Children Placed Out
of State with State
Assistance or
Knowledgea 52b 43 0

* denotes Not Available.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officials in the particular
state agency. In some cases this figure consists ot placements which did not
directly involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply indicate
Unowledge of certain out-of-state placements through case conferences or through
various forms of informal reporting.

b. Thls column does not total because some placements were reported In more
than one category.

It is apparent from Table 49-12 that the only placements for which destinations were reported were
for the 52 children identified by the state child wolfare/Juvenlie Justice agency. Sixty-five percent of
these children were sent in 1978 to settings In the contiguous states of Ohio, Pennsylvania, Maryland,
VIrgInla, and Kentucky. The remaining 18 children viere placed in states throughout the country, ono
placed as far away as Alaska.

WV-I5
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TABLE 49-12. WEST VIRGINIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations of
Children Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Alaska 1

Florida 6
Indiana 2
Kansas 1

Kentucky 3

Maryland 5

Minnesota 1

Nevada 1

New Hampshire 1

Ohio 11

Oklahoma 1

Pennsylvania 11

Tenneisee 4
Virginia ,, 4

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported.by State
Agencies 0 All All

Total Number of Placements 52 43

* denotes Not Available.

State agencies were asked to describe the children that were placed out of West Virginia In 1978
according to the list of conditions and statuses given In Table 49-13. The state child welfare/juvenile
justice agency was involved in placing children out of state witn problems typically serviced by this
agency type, including children most likely served by the agency's probation and parole units: unruly/
disruptive cnildren, truants, and juvenile slelinquents.

The Department of Education reported children placed out of state who were emotionally disturbed,
unruly/disruptive, developmentallY disabled, and physically, mentally, or multiply handicapped. The
Departymnt of COrrections, which receives court-committed adjudicated delinquents for care, reported to
place only this type of youth.

TABLE 49-13. WEST VIRGINIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Types of Conditions

Agency Types

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Physically Handicapped 0 X 0

Mentally Handicapped 0 X 0

Developmentally Disabled 0 X 0

Unruly/Disruptive X X 0
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TABLE 49-13. (Continued)

Types of Conditions

Agency Typea

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice Education

Juvenile
Justice

Truants X 0 0

Juvenile Delinquents X 0 X

Emotionally Disturbed X X -0

Pregnant 0 0 0

Drug/Alcohol Problems X 0 0

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected X 0 0

Adopted Children X 0 0

Foster Children X 0 0

Other 0 X 0

a, iindlcates conditions reported.

West Virginia state agencies were also asked to describe the type of setting most frequently selectedto receive children placed-out of state In 1978. The DW's Division of Social Services and the Departmentof Corrections said that children were most frequently sent to homes of relatives other than parents.The Department of Education said that out-of-state placements were most often made to residential treat-ment or child care facilities in other states.

E. State Agencle31 Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

Table 49H4 reviews the out-of-state placement involvement of West Virginia public agencies and eachstate agency's knowledge of this placement activity. With the exception of the unavailable Information
from the state Juvenile Justice agency which administers the ICJ, all state agencies were able to providecomplete Information about out-of-state placements arranged In 1978. However, the state education agencyreported, as discussed.in Table 49-11, that the local school districts placed many more children than thesurvey of local agencies identified.
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TABLE 49-14. WEST VIRGINIA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Welfare/ Juvenile Mental Health and
Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total NuMber of
State and Local
Agency Placemenl, 52a 23

Total Number of
Placements Known
to State Agencies 52 43

Percentage of
Placements Known
to State Agencies 100 100c 100

* denotes Not Available.

a. These children were reported by the Department of Welfare's Division of
Social Services which is responsible for child welfare, probation, and parole
services throughout the state. Local Juvenile Justice agencies plaCements are

not Included in this figure.

b. The local Juvenile Justice agencies reported arranging nine out-of-stato

placements In 1978. The state Juvenile justice agency, however, could not
report its involvement,in out-of-state placementi.

c. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placements to
local school districts than were Identified in the local survey.

Finally, Figure 49-3 illustrates the extent of out-of-state placement activity by state agoncies as

well as their reports of interstate compact utilization.
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FIGURE 49-3. WEST YIRGINIA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND
LOCALPLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS
REPDRTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

48.

43c

23

Child Welfare/
Juvenile Justice

0

9

Education Juvenile Justice

denotes Not Available,

11111 State and Local Placements

11111 State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

a. Those children were reported by the Department of Welfare's Division of Social Services which Is
responsible for child welfare, probation, and parole services throughout the slate. Local Juvenile
justice agencies placements are not included In this figure.

b. Only represents locally arranged placements. The state Juvenile Justice agency could nol report
on its involvement In out-of-state placements.

c. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placements to
local school districts thaw wore identified In the local survey.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Some primary conclusions appear below which have been drawn from the survey of West Virginia public
agencies.

Out-of-state placement was not a highly common practice among local West Virginia agencies in
1976, with 25 percent or less of the agencies in a service type placing no more than foue
children. When such a placement does occur, It Is more likely to have been arranged by an
agency In a border county.

Local circuit courts placed children out of West Virginia with little interagency cooperation
and low utilization of an Interstate compact. The state agency (child welfare/Juvenlle
Justice) responsible for probation and parole seevices did not report the same number of
children without compact use, and the state Juvenile Justice agency responsible for the
Interstate Compact on Juveniles reported no local placements occurring in 1978.
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The...reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which
.relate to specific practices In West Vir 'nla In ordor to develop further conclusions about the state's

Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTE

1. General Information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population

estimates based on the 1'970 national census contained 111 the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

Cate Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstratt Suppleaent), Washington, 0.C., 1978.

1WfTfernalTUi about direct- gURFFIT-1-tate and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for

education and;public welfare were also taken fromdata collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and

they appear fn Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, 0.C.,

1977.
The 1918 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center

for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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